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As they gathered and deliberated in Philadelphia in the summer of 1787, the Founders
were faced with the enormous task of defining
and shaping a new republic. They were faced
with fundamental practical and philosophical
issues: finding a workable representative system that could replace the flawed Articles of
Confederation; developing a government that
would not perpetuate authoritarian rule; determining the balance of power between the
national and state governments; accommodating the interests of the smaller states with
those of the larger states; resolving the nation's indebtedness; balancing the economic
rivalries of the North and the South; and
addressing the particularly difficult issue of
slavery.
In drafting the Constitution, the Founders
devoted most of their energies to the legislative branch. Article One is the longest and
most detailed of the original seven articles
of the Constitution. It outlines the basic
structure of the two bodies of the legislative
branch, eligibility for membership and allotment of representatives, the powers of Congress, its relationship to the executive and
judicial branches, and its relationship to the
states. Among the most important issues
debated was that of representation.
The first comprehensive proposal considered by the convention was the Virginia (or
Randolph) plan, presented to the convention
on June 13 in the form of nineteen resolutions.
While Governor Edmund Randolph presented the plan, it was in fact the handiwork
of James Madison. In brief, the plan called
for two branches in the national legislature:
a House whose members were to be elected
by the people, an a Senate whose members
were to be chosen by the House from the

persons chosen for nomination by each state
legislature. The size of the House and the
Senate would be determined according to
population, either through a quota of contribution (that is, a system that counted
slaves) or in proportion to the free population.
The Virginia plan called for an executive
who would be chosen by the national legislature and who would be ineligible for a
second term. The power to veto legislation
would be given to a "council of revision"
consisting of the executive and a "convenient
number of the national judiciary." Finally,
the Virginia plan proposed a national judiciary of supreme and inferior courts, whose
members would be chosen by the legislature.
The counterproposal, representing the interests of smaller states, was the New Jersey
plan. This series of nine resolutions was
presented by Governor William Paterson.
Essentially, it stressed the retention of a
confederation, but it would give a unicameral
legislative branch the powers to tax and
regulate foreign and interstate commerce. It
called for a plural executive without a veto
power and for a supreme court. Significantly,
this plan called for equal representation of
the states in the legislature.
A compromise presented by Roger Sherman of Connecticut gave us the final outcome:
a bicameral Congress, with a House proportioned according to population and a Senate
in which each state would have the same

weight. But what was fashioned by Sherman
and ultimately accepted into the federal Constitution had some significant differences
from what we have now. For the purpose
of apportionment, a state's population would
not be based on free population, but on the
free population plus three-fIfths of the slave
population.
George Mason, in the following letter to
George Washington and later in the Virginia
debates, expressed his reservations concerning the new legislature and the new Constitution:
In the House of Representatives,
there is not the substance, but the
shadow only of representation; which
can never produce proper information
in the legislature, or inspire confidence
in the people. The laws will, therefore,
be generally made by men little concerned in, and unacquainted with their
effects and consequences.
Fellow Virginian Patrick Henry, Governor
George Clinton of New York, and others also
spoke out strongly against the new Constitution. The Antifederalists saw two basic
flaws: the new Constitution contained no
explicit protection of fundamental ri hts, and
it would replace a federal form of government
with a national, centralized authority. Many
Antifederalists feared that the aristocratic
power seated in London would merely be

CALENDAR OF UPCOMING EVENTS
March 13-14: Regional Seminar for Locally Elected Treasurers, Fort McGruder Inn,
Williamsburg. For more information or to register, contact Alfred Anderson, Treasurer,
Roanoke County, P.O. Box 3700, Roanoke 24015; phone (703) 772-2056.
March 14: Cornerstone Seminar on Budgeting during Times of Fiscal Restraint, to be
held at the Holiday Inn-Tanglewood in Roanoke. This one-day seminar will help local
officials, both elected and appointed, who are involved in the budget process. The program
will explore different approaches to consider in preparing a locality's budget, especially
during times of declining federal and state dollars. The Cornerstone Seminars are cosponsored
by the Institute of Government and the Virginia Municipal League. For more information
or to register, contact Gary R. Atkinson, phone (703) 982-7922.
March 18: Cornerstone Seminar on Budgeting during Times of Fiscal Restraint, to be
held at the Ramada Inn in Charlottesville. This one-day seminar is a repeat of the Roanoke
program described above. For more information or to register, contact Jim Campbell,
Virginia Municipal League, P.O. Box 12203, Richmond, VA 23241; phone (804) 649-8471.

transferred to Philadelphia or New York and
lodged in a powerful national executive and
judiciary.
The Antifederalists believed that a weak,
decentralized national government would be
the best protector of liberty and the best
mechanism for representative democracy.
They based their hopes on a large, democratically based legislature to check the excesses of the other two branches. A central
question was framed in the ratification debates in Pennsylvania and posed repeatedly
throughout the states: H ow could sixty-five
men in the proposed House of Representatives attend to the varied interests of a new
nation that extended for hundreds of thousands of square miles and whose forms of
communication were so slow and unreliable?
This small number of lawmakers, it was
argued, invited "corruption and undue influence," and only a much larger body could
stave off attempts at bribery. (The Antifederalists did not have the most optimistic view
of human nature.) Another fear expressed by
many of the Antifederalists was that the term
of office-two years-was far too long, and
that members would lose their sense of accountability and the great majority of citizens
in the hinterlands of the Republic would be
poorly represented.
In response to these well-circulated fears
of legislative excess, Madison responded in
Federalist No. 20 that the national legislature
was designed to accommodate the legitimate
and competing interests of the new nation:
"regulation of these various and interfering
interests form the principal task of modern
legislation, and involves the spirit of party
and faction in the necessary and ordinary
operations of the government."
As the nation and its institutions have
changed dramatically since 1787, so has Congress been transformed. Its current size, complexity, and power would astonish the framers of the Constitution and would leave the
Antifederalists silently shaking their heads in
disbelief. As a representative institution, Congress has undergone some of its most fundamental changes. This News Letter touches
on several aspects of this transformation.

GROWTH OF THE CONGRESS
The House is composed ofsober, solid,
old-charter folks. . . . There are few
shining geniuses; there are many who
have experience, the virtues of the
heart, and the habits ofbusiness. It will
be quite a republican assembly.

Fisher Ames, Member of
Congress, Massachusetts
The House of Representatives first met in
New York City on March 4, 1789, with only
thirteen of its fIfty-nine members present. The
Constitution had allotted sixty-five members
to the House, but the six representatives from
North Carolina and Rhode Island were not
chosen until 1790. The members of the first
Congress struggled through rough terrain,
muddy carriage paths, and rough seas to
arrive in New York from far away points of
the new Republic. Not until April 1 had
enough members appeared to constitute a
quorum.
Of the sixty-five allotted places, the largest
contingent came from Virginia, whose delegation had ten members, or over 15 percent

of the entire House of Representatives.
Among its members were J ames Madison and
Richard Bland Lee. Thanks in part to the
three-fIfths clause, the South accounted for
one-half of the total seats in the original
apportionment of the House of Representatives.
.The first meeting of the Senate was on April
6, with nine of its twenty-two members present. Virginia was represented by James Monroe and Richard Henry Lee. (Monroe was
actually third in line for one of the Senate
seats. William Grayson was originally chosen
senator, but died in 1790; Grayson was followed by an interim appointee, John Walker,
who was then followed by Monroe.) The first
group of senators constituted "a portion of
enlightened citizens," exclaimed James Madison, a member of the House of Representatives who had earlier lost in the election
to become a senator.
Membership in the House of Representatives jumped to 106 following the first census
of the United States in 1790, perhaps in
response to some of the fears expressed by
the Antifederalists about the relatively small
size of the original House. Virginia increased
its delegation from ten to nineteen (or nearly
18 percent of the entire House). Following
the third census of 1810, Virginia had its
highest number of members, twenty-three (or
12.4 percent). During these early decades of
the Republic, from 1789 through 1810, Virginia had the largest delegation.
The growth of the House of Representatives parallels the growth and westward expansion of the nation. By 1830, Congress grew
to 242 members; in 1880, it had increased
to 332 members. In 1910, the House reached
its current level of 435 members. (Only temporarily in the late 1950s was the number
of members raised to 437 to accommodate
the entry of Alaska and Hawaii to the Union.)
By 1913 the last of the forty-eight states had
been admitted to the Union, and the Senate
was then comprised of 96 members. With
Alaska and Hawaii admitted, the Senate is
now at 100.
With the adjustments made following the
1810 census, New York became the largest
delegation and remained so until the nineteenth census of 1970. Now California has
the largest delegation, with forty-five
members (making it comparable to the size
of the New York delegation in the decade
of the 1940s).
In 1789 the average congressional district
contained 33,000 individuals; today the average district contains
approximately
520,000. Virginia now has the same number
of representatives, ten, that it had in 1789,
but it accounts for only 2.2 percent of the
entire House. (If Virginia were to have kept
pace with its original representation, it would
now have sixty-seven representatives. But
think of the population explosion!)
The western shift of population in earlier
decades has been altered to a western and
southern shift. Following the census for the
year 2000, some dramatic alterations undoubtedly will take place in several congressional delegations. By one estimate, Florida
will gain nine seats over its 1980 apportionment, Texas will gain seven, and California
will increase by five to make it, by far, the
largest delegation, with fJity members. Most
of the anticipated losses in congressional

district seats will come at the expense of
midwestern and northeastern states. New
York alone could lose ten seats. Following
the census for the year 2000, however, Virginia will probably retain but not add to its
ten seats.

GROWTH OF THE
FRANCHISE
Universal Suffrage for White Males
It is estimated that only 3 to 3.5 percent
of the free population (about 75,000 to
125,000) participated in the first congressional
elections. Participation was low because of
considerable apathy, lack of information on
the elections, and restrictions on the right to
vote. After the Revolutionary War, each of
the thirteen states placed property qualifications on the right to vote: ownership of real
estate, possession of a specific amount of
money (usually from ten to fIfty pounds), or
evidence of having paid taxes. By the time
the Constitution was ratified, approximately
one-fJith to one-third of all adult white males
were disfranchised by either state law or local
policy. The Constitution itself set no property
qualifications, although certain voting restrictions had been drafted in committee. The
entire arena of citizenship qualification, voting, and voting rights was left to state governments.
Through the early decades of the nineteenth
century, property restrictions were lifted in
state after state. As new states joined the
Union, they opened the franchise to nearly
all white males. Virginia had granted universal
white male suffrage by 1851, and by 1860
virtually all white males throughout the states
could vote.
Thus, the first major step toward universal
suffrage evolved over several decades, on a
state-by-state basis, without constitutional
amendment, without political cleavage, and
without Supreme Court adjudication.
Universal white male suffrage came through
practical decisions by the newly admitted
states to increase the number of voters, by
party rivalry (the Federalist party, which
favored limited franchise, was in decline), and
by a growing spread of the democratic spirit.

Extending the Vote to Blacks
In 1860 free black males were permitted
to vote in only five northern states. It was
not until over a century later that universal
suffrage for black males and females was not
only guaranteed but secured with the passage
and enforcement of the 1965 Voting Rights
Act. The steps to complete black suffrage were
long and painful, beginning, from a constitutional perspective, with the enactment of
first the Civil War amendments (Thirteenth
and Fourteenth), then particularly the Fifteenth Amendment. The Fifteenth Amendment guaranteed the franchise to black males,
but this guarantee turned out to be only a
paper one.
_
Though th~ Congress had enacted enforcement legislation during the 1870s and had
made some gestures toward black voting
Reconstruction, what small progress there
had been was transformed by the turn of the
century into a near total disfranchisement of
blacks throughout the South, including Virginia.
Although some minor progress in voting and
participation was made after World War II,

have become i creasingly expensive. Challengers also face incumbents who are building
campaign warchests throughout their term,
not just at election time. Further, the challenger, whether Republican or Democrat,
invariably ends up soliciting from political
action committee sources far fewer contributions than incumhents.
Every two years, about thirty to fifty
members of the House of Representatives
retire or seek another office, and an average
of five senators will not seek reelection. In
political reality these open seats, with no
incumbent, form the most promising chance
for a change in party. Trying to defeat a
popular, well-financed House or Senate incumbent is one of the most difficult of tasks
in politics.

CONCLUDI G COMMENTS
Would the Founders or members of the
first Congress recognize today's institution of
Congress? What would be their thoughts as
they reflected on the political and institutional
changes in congressional representation? If
the late eighteenth-century gentlemen could
survive the shock of travelling to Washington
by airplane, arriving at National Airport
during rush-hour gridlock, and finally whisking their way onto the multi-billion dollar
metrorail system to the Capitol South exitif our visitors could survive all that, I am
confident they would see something familiar
and reassuring in the institution called Congress. But they would also find much that
was startling and even frightening.
They would be delighted to know that
Congress has found a permanent home, even
if it was this strange place on a hill overlooking what was once cow pastures and
swamp land. But they would be overwhelmed
by the size and majesty of the Capitol and
the magnitude of the twenty buildings and
two-hundred acres that comprise the Capitol
complex.
Our eighteenth-century visitors would be
appalled at the billion dollar-plus annual
budget to run the Congress, its huge police
force, its staff support, and ancillary activities.
They would be amazed at the enormous
research and olicy develo ment facilities
available through the Library of Congress,
the Congressional Research Service, the Congresssional Budget Office, the General Accounting Office, and the Office of Technological Assessment.
While the Founders and members of the
first Congress undoubtedly expected that committees would have to be formed to conduct
congressional business, they would be perplexed to discover that over 225 committees,
subcommittees, and caucuses had been
created. They would be amazed at such
groups as the Pro-Life Caucus, the Coalition
for Soviet Jews, the Congressional Rural
Caucus, the Mushroom Caucus, or any of
the sixty-plus informal caucuses and groups
in Congress.
They would be absolutely fatigued in discovering how many ways a congressman is
pulled during the day, how long the sessions
seemed to drag on, and what a kaleidoscope

of issues are debated in the Congress. They
would also wonder at the range of support
services provided by committee and personal
staff, and they would be amazed to see the
power wielded by committee staff members.
They would be surprised at the range and
variety of small and large constituency demands, and dazzled and perplexed by the use
of computerization for everything from answering 15,000 postcards on gun control to
preparing legislative history and analysis.
They would not recognize Democrats and
Republicans-but as canny, practical politicians, they instinctively would understand.
What would be more difficult to comprehend
would be the network of partisan committees
and organizations, such as the Republican
and Democratic senatorial and congressional
campaign committees with their hundreds of
full-time professionals devoted to increasing
party strength in the House and Senate.
They would probably wonder why an entire
industry of direct-mail, fundraising, polling,
media, and other campaign consulting firms
was camped out and living off of the institution of Congress. The Founders instinctively would understand about lobbyists and
pressure groups, but they might be dumbfounded to find more than 10,000 Washington
representatives for industry, trade association, and other interests.
Yet I am confident they would recognize
and approve of Congress as an institution,
and see in today's Congress the essential core
of representation that was devised two
hundred years ago. But they may have a little
more difficulty recognizing the enormous
growth of the presidency and the executive,
independent, and regulatory bureaucracy. If
they were to return home, they would be even
more surprised to see that local and state
government in 1986 is a far greater growth
industry than that of the national legislature.
For the framers of the Constitution and
their critics, the key issues of representation
were some of the most fundamental: the
relative size and authority of the House and
Senate; the method of selecting members; the
length of their terms of office; the accommodation of small-state and large-state interests; the inclusion of the state legislatures
in the selection process for the national legislature; the original allotment of representatives; and the inclusion of slaves in the
formula for determining that allotment.
The Constitution is silent on several important issues of representation, either because no political consensus could be developed or because the issue was generally
considered within the jurisdiction of the
. states. The Constitution originally did not
define either citizenship or voting rights, leaving these to be determined by the states. Not
until the Fourteenth Amendment, in 1868,
did the Constitution define U.S. citizenship;
and, as seen above, only through a long
evolutionary process did the Constitution and
the law give the right to vote its nearly
universal guarantee.
The Constitution makes no mention of
political parties, the legislative committee
structure, the seniority system, senatorial

courtesy, the legislative veto, the dominance
of the Senate in foreign affairs, the erosion
of congressional authority to the executive
branch, the delegation of power to the federal
agencies, or other factors that were to evolve
as the national legislature and the political
process matures.
Antifederalists were particularly concerned
about the small size of the House of Representatives. But throughout the nineteenth
century, the House expanded dramatically.
The House of Representatives has added 370
seats, with each member representating fourteen times the number of individuals in 1789;
and the Senate has nearly quadrupled in size.
Federalists and Antifederalists alike were
concerned about the length of office for
Congress. Election every two years meant that
the people would have a protection against
wayward members of the House. But late
twentieth-century practice shows that very
few congressmen are defeated; far more either
retire on their own accord or resign to seek
higher office. Year after year, public opin 'on
polls show that individuals hold the institution of Congress in fairly low esteem, usually
far below the presidency and the judicial
branch. At the same time, individual congressmen are routinely reelected and given
the most important vote of confidence.
Congress is given low marks because it is
perceived to be mired in special interest
politics; individual members, in contrast, are
given high marks because they take care of
their own.
The reapportionment decisions of the 1960s
have fundamentally altered the representative
equation, not just in Congress, but in all
elective political subdivisions. Now the Supreme Court will determine whether partisan
gerrymandering is permitted under the Constitution, and its decision could have a profound impact on representation. Within the
next sixteen years, there will be two important
reevaluations of the size and shape of the
435 congressional districts. Virginia will probably not gain or lose strength in the House,
but the fast-growing states of Florida, Texas,
and California will increase substantially their
congressional delegations. While these states
increase, others will lose; and in e'ther set
of circumstances, the battle over district shape
and configuration could be partisan and
bitter.
Antifederalists worried that the legislative
branch might not be democratic enough and
that representatives may not be fully in touch
with the wishes of their constituents. This
concern might be turned on its head in the
1980s. Is Congress too attentive to the specific
interests of constituents and not mindful
enough of the interests of the whole? This
question is especially important today. The
1980s may go down in legislative history as
the Decade of the Deficit. In the past six
years, the president has recommended and
the Congress approved the addition of over
one trillion dollars to the national debt. The
months and years ahead may see some very
painful attempts to come to grips with those
decisions. Congress is faced with the most
painful of choices: increasing tax revenues,

legislative policy by the individual citizen may
have some part to play, but it is far overshadowed by organized groups, often with
single:'interest intensity.
One of the most important developments
in organized representation has been the
mobilization
of
grassroots
support.
Grassroots political activity has always been
the bread and butter of local politics. Such
activities typically have included door-todoor solicitation for signatures on petitions
or donations; letter writing; the development
of neighborhood groups around particular,
localized issues; and a variety of other volunteer activities. Any local or even statewide
election campaign depends heavily on a corps
of volunteers and long hours.
The past decade has seen at the federal
level a marked increase of grassroots activity,
especially focused on single-issue politics.
Pioneers in this field, such as medical associations and groups against gun control, have
been joined in recent years by other groups
with single-issue agendas, ranging from abortion and school prayer to preservation of
Social Security and repeal of the 10 percent
withholding tax on interest and dividends,
to name only a few.
Increasingly, corporations have discovered
that grassroots political organization can be
an effective tool, used along with the traditional lobbying by a Washington representative or the personal influence of a chief
executive officer. Such activities are found
in the creation of broad-based employee
political action committees, sophisticated letter-writing campaigns, employee good-government organizations, and legislative action
networks of shareholders, retirees, employees,
and companies with like-minded interests.
Often these programs are developed and
executed by political specialists who are hired
on a short-term basis for a specific project
or who devise long-range grassroots and
political awareness programs for the corporation.
In Congress, one of the results of heightened grassroots activity is an enormous increase in mail, particularly postcards and
other forms of communication. The most
effective and best orchestrated communications campaigns will be those that direct the
greatest number of communications (usually
ones requesting a legislator not to do something), from the constituents of a specifically
targeted group of legislators (members of a
particular committee, for example), at the
optimum time (two days before a crucial
vote). Letters, telegrams, and postcards sometimes come into a congressional office in
waves, obviously in response to orchestrated
appeals by interest groups. At other times
the communications will come in slower, over
a longer period of time, and are more likely
to miss the cumulative impact.
For every letter written and every postcard
signed, the attentive congressional office will
give a polite, reasoned response, hopefully
within a week or so. The computer revolution
that has spawned preprinted postcards and
has targeted constituent groups has also given
the congressional office the key tool to respond effectively to such communications. In
fact, a Congressional office will respond not
just once, but often several times in followup letters informing constituents of how an

issue is developing or legislation is progressing.
There is no question that well-timed, wellorchestrated, and heavily concentrated mass
mailings will have their impact on congressional attitudes. There is also no question that
more and more groups are using these techniques. For most groups, trade associations,
and corporations, however, this concentrated
effort can only be used sparingly if it is to
be effective.
Despite expensive and well-executed massmailing campaigns, there is still room for the
one or two letters written genuinely, with
conviction, and without outside prompting
that can trigger an investigation, speed up
a response from a federal agency, or develop
legislative reform. But at the same time,
through the technology of mass communications, more and more individuals are heard
from, albeit through orchestrated and welltimed campaigns.

THE INCUMBENCY FACTOR
The Founders meant for the term of office
for the House of Representatives to be short
so that the people would have the chance
frequently to evaluate the performance of
their legislators. House members are put to
the test every two years but, once elected,
the member has a very strong chance for
reelection. The same holds for senators,
whose constituencies are far larger and whose
offices extend for six years.
In 1984, the last federal election, 95 percent
(386 out of 410) of the members of the House
who ran for reelection were victorious. In the
1984 Senate races, 89.4 percent (26 out of
29) incumbents won reelection. These figures
are only somewhat higher than a thirty-year
average of 90.9 percent reelection in the
House and 74.9 percent in the Senate.
The success rate for incumbents in Virginia
is even higher than the national average. Since
1960 incumbents have won 110 of 117 races
(or 94 percent) in the House of Representatives, either through defeating an opponent
or running unopposed. Also since 1960, a
total of 43 of the 130 elections in the House
(or 33 percent) have been uncontested by the
other major party.
The competition, however, is very uneven
throughout Virginia's ten congressional districts. Two districts-the Fightin' Ninth
(Southwest Virginia) and the Tenth (Fairfax
County)-have been contested in each of the
thirteen races since 1960. The Eighth (Alexandria, Arlington, and part of Fairfax), has
been contested in eleven of the thirteen races.
By contrast, the Fifth District (Southside
Danville) has had contested elections in only
four of the thirteen races; the Fourth District
(Petersburg south through Portsmouth) has
been contested only six of the thirteen times.
Both the First (Peninsula and Northern Neck)
and the Third (Richmond, Henrico and Chesterfield) have had contests in seven of the
thirteen races.
Since 1960, Virginia's ten congressional
districts have had a total of thirty-one representatives. During this time, there have been
fourteen changes of party (three of them
coming in the highly competitive Eighth District) and seven instances of an incumbent
being defeated by a challenger. This has
happened once in the Fourth, twice in the

Eighth, twice in the Ninth, and twice in the
Tenth districts. The congressional elections
in 1982 were particularly important in showing that an incumbent can never be complacent, no matter how much the national or
state trends might tend to favor reelection.
In those elections, the nine to one advantage
the Republicans enjoyed in the House shifted
suddenly to six to four with the defeat of
two incumbents and the turnover of an open
seat in a district that traditionally had gone
Republican.
On the Senate side, there have been ten
elections since 1960. Each has been contested,
with results ranging from complete rout (in
1984, when Warner defeated Harrison by 70
percent to 30 percent) to extremely close votes
(in 1978, when Warner defeated Andrew
Miller by less than 4,721 votes, or 50.2 to
49.8 percent). In only one Senate election was
an incumbent defeated; that was in 1972,
when Representative William Scott upset Senator William Spong.
One of the key resources for a member
of Congress, and one of the powerful advantages of incumbency, is a strong constituency
service program. Some of the more active
and attentive congressional offices will devote
half of their office staff to doing casework,
usually out of district offices rather than from
Washington. Services range from giving assistance on Social Security questions, or
helping obtain a passport, to connecting the
individual with the right person in a particular
federal agency. In this sense, the congressional
district office acts as ombudsman for the
people, the first link between the individual
and the often bewildering array of federal
programs and offices. The congressman who
pays close attention to the thousands of
constituent requests each year has an enormous advantage when reelection looms; the
member of Congress who either ignores constituent service or considers it only of marginal importance does so at considerable risk.
Another major advantage is the incumbent's ability to communicate directly with
constituents. It is not unusual for a member
of the House to send 500 to 1,500 letters per
week to constituents in response to their
inquiries. Senators will send out far more
letters during the week. The attentive incumbent, throughout his or her entire term in
office, will make use of other opportunities:
townhall meetings, speeches, personal appearances, public service announcements, and
participation in a wide variety of local ceremonies. Such activities are not mere adjuncts
to a legislator's Washington duties and priorities; they are part of the vital link with the
people back home.
The built-in advantages of incumbency
make it very difficult for a challenger to mount
a successful campaign. For the challenger an
election needs nearly full-time dedication for
sometimes over a year and the investment
of considerable sums of money. Depending
on the size of the district and the expense
of its media markets, a challenger could be
faced with raising $500,000 to mount a credible challenge. Often the challenger would be
required to dip heavily into his or her own
resources, with full knowledge that these
monies might never be recouped. Successful
challengers have done it on far less, but races

still the franchise was out of reach for most
blacks in the So th and other regions of the
country. The 1957 and 1960 federal civil rights
acts made some attempt at striking against
this form of discrimination; but not until the
1965 Voting Rights Act, together with the
abolition of the poll tax, was the fundamental
right to vote secured. Only in the late 1970s
and the 1980s has the impact of universal
suffrage for blacks been felt, with the election
of state, local, and national black officials.

Direct Election of Senators
As part of the early twentieth century
progressive reforms, the Seventeenth Amendment changed the method of selecting
members of the U.S. Senate, by replacing
election by state legislatures with direct popular election. James Madison and James
Wilson of Pennsylvania, among others, had
argued in favor of direct elections during the
constitutional debates, but they had received
little support from others. By the time of the
Jackson presidency (1828-1836), there were
calls for direct election. In the 1870s and
1880s, Congress continually received resolutions for an amendment, and by 1913 there
were some 287 joint resolutions calling for
change. The Populist and Democratic parties
had made direct election a part of their
presidential platforms during the late 1880s
on through the 1900 campaign.
Some states moved ahead on their own.
Oregon, for example, through the relatively
new devices of initiative and referendum,
circumvented the Constitution in 1904 by
coming up with the "people's choice" for the
Senate. Other states followed suit, and it was
estimated that fourteen of the thirty senators
about to be named by state legislatures in
1910 had already been designated the choice
by popular vote.
The Seventeenth Amendment was ratified
in 1913, thus ending over a century of indirect
popular election of senators. With its passage,
many reformers thought that the "cotton
senators," "railroad senators," "banking
senators," and other cozy relations with business and financial interests would be swept
away.

Suftrage for W men and 18-Year-Olds
Soon after the ratification of the Seventeenth Amendment came the amendment
which did more to open up the franchise than
any other action. The Nineteenth Amendment, ratified in 1920, gave women the right
to vote. Just as with the direct election of
senators, some states had expanded the franchise years earlier. In contrast to the struggle
for women's suffrage and, especially, black
suffrage, the extension of the vote to those
between the ages of 18 and 21 through the
Twenty-Sixth Amendment (1971) came with
little fanfare and less controversy. However,
it increased those eligible to vote by millions
and added a potentially significant new constituency for national elections.

REAPPORTIONMENT AND
GERRYMANDERING
The size and configuration of congressional
districts are set every ten years by each of
the state legislatures, following the publication of the latest nationwide census. The
congressional districts in a given state are
nearly equal in population to one another,

but there is some variation from one state
to another in average congressional district
population. For example, using the 1980
census figures, the Oklahoma congressional
districts each averagep 503,000 individuals,
while New York's districts averaged 516,000
and Virginia's 535,000. South Dakota, which
lost a congressional district in 1980, now has
only one district; it has the largest population
with 691,000 individuals.
Before 1964, congressional districts in some
states varied greatly in their population, with
rural interests clinging tenaciously to their
power while faster growing urban areas were
underrepresented. For years the Supreme
Court refused to consider charges of malapportionment, following its long-standing refusal to decide "political questions." "The
Court ought not to enter this political
thicket," warned Justice Felix Frankfurter in
1946 in an Illinois malapportionment case.
If a congressional district, or any other political subdivision, was underrepresented in
population, it was up to the state legislature
to make the appropriate adjustments.
Unlike some states, Virginia never experienced the extremes of malapportionment.
Even so, in past decades there were definite
variations in the population of Virginia's ten
congressional districts. Following the 1950
census, the largest congressional district in
the state was the Second (Norfolk, South
Norfolk, Portsmouth), with 403,923 individuals; the smallest, with 114,325 fewer persons,
was the rural Seventh (Shenandoah Valley
and Charlottesville area). Following the 1960
census, the urban-rural disparity grew even
greater. The Tenth Congressional District
(Arlington, Alexandria, Fairfax County,
Falls Church) contained 539,618 individuals,
while the rural Seventh had 226,728 fewer
individuals.
However, the Supreme Court in 1962 determined in Baker v. Carr that reapportionment was a justiciable issue. In 1964, in
Wesberry v. Sanders, the Court ruled that
congressional districts had to come as close
as practicable to the standard of one man,
one vote.
Following the 1980 census and the 1981
reapportionment, the Virginia congressional
districts varied from one another by less than
10,000 persons, with each district averaging
approximately 535,000 residents.
As 1990 approaches, the urban Eighth,
Tenth (both in Northern Virginia), Third
(Richmond metropolitan), and Second (Norfolk and Virginia Beach) districts will increase
substantially in population compared to the
more rural districts. Following the 1990 census and redistricting, these urban districts
mostly likely will become more compact, and
the sprawling rural districts will become even
larger.
Adjusting districts to favor or punish a
political party is a practice that has a long
history in America. Governor Elbridge Gerry
of Massachusetts in the early 1800s made such
artful and politically inspired configurations
that the practice was named in his honor.
While gerrymandering for racial purposes has
been ruled unconstitutional (Gomillion v.
Lightfoot [1960]), the general assumption for
years was that partisan manueuvering of
district lines was part of the political game.
It may not have been pretty but, nevertheless,
gerrymandering was not unconstitutional.

The Virginia General Assembly went
through a noisy reapportionment fight following the 1980 census. The Congressional
Quarterly, an independent Washington-based
journal, characterized the redistricting on the
congressional district level as having "just a
tinge of partisanship," by making the Eighth
District (Arlington, Alexandria) politically a
little more difficult for the incumbent Republican. The Democratic-controlled General Assembly, however, rejected a more adventurous redistricting plan suggested by some of
the more partisan Democrats.
Recent redistricting in some states, particularly Indiana and California, has led to
renewed court challenges. Again, the Congressional Quarterly described the post-1980
Indiana redistricting, pushed through by Republicans in the state legislature, as a case
of "classic gerrymandering." The bitterness
of the Indiana redistricting fight was compounded when the House of Representatives
in 1984 chose a Democrat as winner in an
extremely close race in the state's Eighth
Congressional District.
In California, the post-1980 redistricting
carefully complied with the one-man, onevote formula: in a population of 24 million
people, the difference was no greater than
67 people in each of the forty-five congressional districts. But the redistricting was
drawn up to create two new Democratic seats
and three Republican districts were carved
up beyond recognition, leading to bitter
charges of partisanship.
Political gerrymandering will come before
the Supreme Court this year in Davis v.
Bandemer, when the Court determines the
constitutionality of the districting of Indiana's
state legislative (but not congressional) districts. In 1982 Indiana Democrats won 51.9
percent of the popular vote but won only
43 percent of the House seats. In this court
challenge, the old saying that "politics makes
strange bedfellows" certainly applies. The
Republican National Committee filed a friend
of the court brief on the side of the Indiana
Democrats, while California's Democratic
congressional delegation and Democrat-controlled State Assembly and Senate have sided
with the Indiana Republicans.
Regardless of the outcome of Davis, the
redistricting following the 1990 census should
once again bring several bitter partisan fights
in state legislatures. At the national level, both
major parties have begun gearing up for
control of the state legislatures in 1990 in
anticipation of the next round of redistricting.

GROWTH OF GRASSROOTS
AND SINGLE-ISSUE POLITICS
Old civics textbooks and encyclopedia articles on "how a bill becomes a law" often
featured an elaborate full-page drawing that
outlined the steps taken during the legislative
process. The first illustration usually showed
an earnest-looking man with glasses and a
fedora hat sending a letter to his congressman:
the individual citizen with an idea, which
ultimately would be translated into law. It
was a simplistic and, to a great degree,
symbolic portrayal of the legislative process.
A far more accurate picture would have had
the executive branch as the principal generator of policy initiatives, followed by corporate and trade association interests, and then
by organized special interests. Initiation of

trimming expenditures, coming up with some
combination of both, or putting off the decisions altogether and watching the deficit
crisis grow even greater. Each of these choices
will bring enormous and conflicting pressures
on Congress, with billions of dollars at stake
and entire domestic and defense programs
in jeopardy.
Under these circumstances, constituent
pressure-both orchestrated and spontaneous-will test the ability of Congress to
respond as a representative institution. Either
Congress will make these painful, critical
decisions or it will stumble forward with

policy shaped by the siIm of discreet pressureind uced decisions. Or Congress will lapse into
nondecisional paralysis.
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