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America’s form of government truly is unique, and that is how its creators wanted it.  They wanted a government set up with the greatest chance for a prolonged life expectancy.  There was an opportunity to consider the absolute best way to run a country.  So they took into account civilizations in the past, their rises and falls, and the causes.  They came up with a representative democracy that acted on a state level, with a federal government whose existence need not be felt by the average citizen.  They felt this form of government had the best chance for survival.  Were they right?  Is their America the America we have today?  Let’s look at the facts.  Is American government still localized with the most power given to the state, or has it become centralized with a larger, more powerful federal government?  Have the hard working Americans of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries become lethargic, leaning heavily on the federal government for support?  Has the government’s view of the people shifted from valued citizens to dollar signs?  Finally, is America no longer a government, but rather a gigantic corporation, bent on making a profit on its citizens?

Before delving into the problems and issues of modern day America, it would be wise first to look back and see where America has come from.  Where did America’s founding fathers look when building their government?  George Santayana said, “Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it”.  Where did democracy originate?  How did those governments function, and what was their downfall?  Does American democracy face similar fates?  We must ask these questions of the past before hoping to find an answer to today’s issues. 
A Brief History of Democracies
Democracy is a form of government that has shaped Western Civilization radically, possibly more so than Monarchy.  Democracy allows the people to shape their own future and culture, rather than allowing a deluded monarch to sit on his throne and shape culture and civilization to meet his own personal needs 

History is littered with Kings who ruled for the sole purpose of pleasing themselves.  An example of such a king is King John of England, who became King by stealing the throne while his elder brother Richard fought in the Crusades.  King John fought unnecessary wars, invented the income tax, lost Normandy to King Philip of France, and murdered his own nephew.  His reign was so awful he was given the name Bad King John.  Toward the end of his reign the barons had had enough, and drafted the Magna Carta, which lifted and restricted many of the King’s responsibilities and power.  They forced King John to sign the document in 1215 before his death in 1216.  The Magna Carta was one of the most important documents in Anglo Saxon democracy and indeed is the beginnings of what would become the modern day Parliament.1  


Even though it has been through many changes, the Magna Carta, or Great Charter still holds firm in modern English politics as well as many governments afterward.  The British dominions, Australia and New Zealand, Canada (except Quebec), and formerly Union of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, all look back to the Magna Carta in their law.  The most influential portion of the document is its declaration that all men have a God-given freedom and equality.  The Jurist Edward Coke was most influential in the modern day observance of equality among all men by interpreting the Magna Carta to apply not only to the protection of nobles, but ultimately to all subjects equally.  In the first part of his Institutes of the Laws of England, Edward Coke had this to say about the Magna Carta.  

‘ "Common law." The law of England is divided, as hath beene said before, into three parts; 1, the common law, which is the most generall and ancient law of the realme, of part whereof Littleton wrote; 2, statutes or acts of parliament; and 3, particular customes (whereof Littleton also maketh some mention). I say particular, for if it be the generall custome of the realme, it is part of the common law. The common law has no controler in any part of it, but the high court of parliament; and if it be not abrogated or altered by parliament, it remains still, as Littleton here saith. The common law appeareth in the statute of Magna Charta and other statutes (which for the most part are affirmations of the common law) in the original writs, in judiciall records, and in our bookes of termes and yeares. Section 115b.’1

The Magna Carta is the antecedent of the United States Constitution and Bill of Rights.  Being children of Britain, the Colonists naturally brought ideals from their homeland when setting up a government in the new land.  For example, the Massachusetts Bay Company charter states the colonists would “have and enjoy all liberties and immunities of free and natural subjects.”  The Massachusetts Body of Liberties, the Massachusetts General Court, and reaching down to the Virginia Charter (which was largely drafted by Edward Coke) all contain similarities to the Magna Carta.  In 1638 Maryland sought to recognize Magna Carta as part of the law of the province but the king did not grant it.  When American colonists rose up against Britain, they were not fighting for new liberties, but rather the preservation of rights and liberties granted in the Magna Carta and the Bill of Rights.   When the colonists gathered to draft a constitution in 1787 they built upon a legal system they knew and admired, English common law (Magna Carta).  

The American Constitution is the "supreme law of the land", recalling the manner in which Magna Carta had come to be regarded as fundamental law. This heritage is quite apparent. In comparing the Magna Carta with the Bill of Rights, the Fifth Amendment guarantees: "No person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process of law." In addition, the United States Constitution included a similar writ in the Suspension Clause, article 1, section 9: "The privilege of the writ habeas corpus shall not be suspended, unless when in cases of rebellion or invasion, the public safety may require it." Each of these proclaim no man may be imprisoned or detained without proof that they did wrong. The Ninth Amendment to the United States Constitution states that, "The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people." The framers of the United States Constitution wished to ensure that rights they already held, such as those provided by the Magna Carta, and were not lost unless explicitly curtailed in the new United States Constitution.2

The Magna Carta may have been the predecessor to a modern day Bill of Rights, but in order for the Magna Carta to have been conceived democracy and the concept that the public is fundamentally equal needed to have already been present.  


There are two basic forms of democracy already rooted in Western Civilization.  The Greeks were the first to use democracy as a form of government.  The word comes from two Greek words: demos, which means “the people”, and kratein, meaning “to rule”.  This combination essentially means  “the rule of the people”3.  Greek democracy was the most raw and true form of democracy in history, often referred to as pure or direct democracy.  The Greeks were wary of dictatorship and built a government that discouraged it at all costs.  The country was split into small city-states (no more than 10,000 citizens) that were governed entirely by the people.  Each citizen had a vote and a say in all issues of government.  Most of these city-states had very unstable forms of government and were apt to be taken over.  Perhaps the most stable and successful form of Greek democracy was the Athenian model.  There were no representatives; each participant voted on every legislation and executive bill.  Not anyone could be a participant however, only adult male Athenians who have completed their military training could vote.  This ruled out a majority of the population.  


Three political bodies made up Athenian democratic government: the Assembly, the Council, and the Courts.  The Assembly was made up of all citizens, usually adding up to 6000 men at a meeting.  Attendance was not mandatory, but was considered a state right and a citizen’s duty to attend.  The Assembly performed four main functions: it made executive pronouncements; elected officials; legislated; and tried political crimes.  The Assembly had ten fixed meetings a year (once every month according to the Athenian calendar).  The frequency of meetings was increased to forty times a year, or four times a month.  In 403 BC pay for assembly members was introduced to combat a decline in assembly attendance.  As a result, attendance had so greatly increased that pay was only extended to the first 6000 men to show up.  


The Council was the administration of Athenian democracy.  The VIP of the Council was the Boule, or president, who acted as overseer of all things administrative.  The office of Boule was only occupied one month before it was passed to a new officer.  The Boule held the keys to the treasury, held the seal to the city, and welcomed foreign ambassadors.  It is believed that one fourth of all citizens must have held this office.  


The Courts tried all cases public and private.  Members of the Court were required to be ten years older than the required age of assembly members.  This meant that those who held offices in the court were considered older and wiser than those of the assembly.  Jurors were chosen, and because they were citizens, they could not be impeached.  Litigants, who were also private citizens, were given time to exchange speeches (kept by a water clock).  Their goad was to convince the jury of the correctness of their position.  Depending on the amount of money involved in the case, more or less time was given.  


The fall of Athenian democracy can be attributed to two things, greed and expansion.  At about the time our original 13 states adopted their new constitution in 1787, Alexander Tyler - a Scottish history professor at the University of Edinburgh - had this to say about "The Fall of the Athenian Republic" some 2,000 years prior:

"A democracy is always temporary in nature; it simply cannot exist as a permanent form of government. A democracy will continue to exist up until the time that voters discover that they can vote themselves generous gifts from the public treasury. From that moment on, the majority always votes for the candidates who promise the most benefits from the public treasury, with the result that every democracy will finally collapse over loose fiscal policy, (which is) always followed by a dictatorship." 3

The Athenians became too bold in their fiscal decisions and the Assembly became too large to handle.  Greed overtook them financially and also militarily.  Seeking to create an Athenian Empire, Athens set forth in attempting to conquer other small cities and countries, but was stopped short when other stronger powers such as Sparta stood in their way.  The Athenian Empire broke up and its democracy likewise dissolved.  


The Romans took ideas from Greek democracy but tweaked them to better serve their culture and current situation.  Lucius Junius Brutus and a band of nobles overthrew the monarch Lucius Tarquinius Superbus in 509 BC.  The monarchy was overthrown quickly, however a constitution was not in place until some time afterward.  

They wanted a government that allowed the People to have a voice, however still allowing the aristocracy to have a louder voice.  The Romans pioneered a representative democracy where representatives of the nobles met in the Senate and representatives of the commoners met in the Assembly.  This way the nobles could hold meetings and make decisions without ever having to make any contact with the commoners.  All governmental issues were voted on and decided by these two branches of government.  

This structural system and way of thinking was carried out in the upper and lower houses of the English parliamentary system, and even in our own government.  Originally, our system was set up so that our Senate acted as the ‘Senate’ in Rome, where senators were voted in by the state legislators from which they came, while the House of Representatives (Assembly in Rome) would be closer to the commoners.  The 17th amendment changed this. 

The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Senators from each State, elected by the people thereof, for six years; and each Senator shall have one vote. The electors in each State shall have the qualifications requisite for electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislatures.


The Roman Senate was a selection of elitist nobles who were required to have owned at least 100,000 denarii worth of land, been born of the noble class, and held a public office at least once before. The sitting members approved new Senators.  The primary function of the Senate was to handle foreign affairs and give “strongly suggested advice” to the magistrates.  Technically they had no official role in military affairs, however, the Senate ultimately was the force that oversaw such affairs.  


The Assembly, or the People of Rome, had the final say regarding the election of magistrates, enactment of new laws, carrying out of capital punishment,  declaration of war and peace, and the creation (or dissolution) of alliances*.  The citizens were organized into centuries and tribes.  Each division had its own assembly.  The Comitia Centuriata, or Assembly of Centuries, was presided over by a president who was a consul.  The comitia centuriata could vote one at a time until a measure was passed by a majority.  They elected magistrates and censors, declared war, and served as the highest court of appeal in certain judicial cases.  The Comitia Tributa, or assembly of the tribes, was composed of thirty-five tribes.  These tribes were made up of geographical subdivisions.  While it did not pass many laws, the Comitia Tributa elected quaestors, curule aediles, and military tribunes.  


The Plebeian Council was an assembly of plebeians who gathered into their respective tribes.  They elected their own officers, passed most laws, and could also act as a court of appeal.  Since it was organized on the basis of tribes, its rules and procedures were very similar to the Comitia Tributa.  


Executive Magistrates held the highest office in the Roman Republic.  Each magistrate could veto any action that was taken by a magistrate of equal or lower rank.  All magistrates had the power of coercion, which could be used to maintain public order.  Magistrates also had both the power and the duty to look for omens.  This power would often be used to obstruct political opponents.  


The Roman Republic was held together by an extremely complex constitution.  This constitution was constantly changing and evolving, partially due to the fact that it wasn’t in written form but rather a concept played out, also due to the constant battle between the aristocracy and the plebes.  Left over from a monarchical hierarchy, the feud between the elitist aristocracy and the common people weakened the Republic and allowed for a dictatorship to arise.  


There are two basic forms of democracy.   In the first form decisions are made entirely by the people. In the second decisions are made by representatives elected by the people.  In Federalist No 10 Madison makes the distinction between a democracy and a republic.  He places the Athenian form of government under the heading of democracy, and places the Roman representative government under the heading of republic.  Either way, both forms of democracy presuppose  democratic ideals and are therefore committed to the fundamental importance of The People being involved (either directly or indirectly) in political decisions.  John Stuart Mills has this to say of pure democracy versus representative democracy:

“The only government which can fully satisfy all the exigencies of the social state is one in which the whole people participate: that any participation, even in the smallest public function is useful. … But since all cannot, in a community exceeding a single small town, participate personally in any but some very minor portion of the public business, it follows that the ideal type of a perfect government must be representative.”


Democracy continued to make its way across the globe, seeping into European Countries.  Most European countries still recognized a Monarchy, but allowed the people to have a say in decisions on issues in the government through a consitution.   As mentioned above, the story of European democracy begins in earnest with the Magna Carta in 1215, which essentially laid the groundwork for the creation of a Parliamentary body.  These ideals were carried over into America and were in fact the basis of the colonists’ separation from England: “Taxation without representation is tyranny.”  The colonists took what they believed worked in a government and left out what didn’t.  Having just separated from a tyrannical king, they were not soon going to put a king on the throne in America.  Instead they opted for a representative democracy based on the Roman ideals.  They did not opt for an Athenian form of democracy because they believed big decisions should not be left to the uneducated masses (Federalist 10, for instance, warns of the dangers of “mobocracy” or simple rule of the majority).  However, they still divided the country into states and created state governments as well as an overarching federal government.  The original primary job of the federal government was to protect the American boarders and American ideals, NOT to control and regulate every aspect of citizen’s lives.  Oh how times have changed!  

In his book ”Are we Rome?” author Cullen Murphy lists six parallels between America and Rome.  Murphy, fascinated by Roman culture, spent a great deal is his life traveling and researching Rome and the evolution of its culture and government.  “Are we Rome” answers the nagging question in the back of the mind, is America Rome and do we face the same fate?  

The first comparison he makes is that Americans see America in a similar way to how Romans saw Rome.  Rome was the center of the world and a Mecca to the Roman citizens.  Rome was politics, business, and entertainment.  Instead of one central city, like Rome, this would be extended to include other American cities such as New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles, in order to encompass everything Rome was.  However, this sense of prominence is a faulty premise, an exaggerated sense of importance in the world, a sort or bigheadedness imbedded in culture.  


Second, Murphy notes the similarities in Rome and America’s military power.  He divides this up into two common cultural problems.  First, as with Rome we have a social divide between Military and Civilian society.  Second, like Rome we are experiencing a dangerous shortage of manpower. Rome grew so large that they had to turn to the barbarians for military aid. America, likewise, constantly turns to  outside sources for help.  Today we see this issue manifest not as much in the military as in economics.  After the crash in 2008 America was in desperate need of outside help to survive, turning to other countries such as China for financial support.  This fits beautifully with the Roman analogy.  In Roman times a nation was only as strong as its army.  Today, the stock market and modern economics determine the strength of a nation.  The analogy shows the dangers of reaching out to outside resources for necessary aid.  Rome foolishly placed much of its weight on barbarian cooperation and aid, and soon regretted it when the barbarians realized Rome’s dependency.  America currently accepts financial aid from outside resources.  What will happen when these outside resources realize they can turn the tables and demand a say in how America is run?  Currently, China is funding America in its economic turmoil.  As our commerce plummets, China continually bails us out.  They have America in the palm of their hand.  We are immensely dependent on their continual financial aid.  As a result the American dollar is quickly losing its status as a world standard currency, and the Chinese are becoming very successful in making the Yen replace the dollar.  Is this cause for concern?


Third, Rome had an issue maintaining the line between public and private responsibilities and between public and private resources.  Once the line is blurred the central government becomes impossible to control.  This is a big part of ‘what went wrong’ with Rome.  Sound familiar?  Time and time again democracies face this same issue.  The Greeks did, as did the Romans.  Adjacent to what Professor Alexander Tyler said of Athenian democracy, when the people realize they have the power to take hold of other people’s responsibilities and basically take control, the government becomes corrupt.  Soon the line becomes so blurred that it no longer exists.  

In Democracy in America Alexis De Tocqueville warns the early Americans of the dangers of democracy.  One of those dangers is that every human being has a greed for power.  In a democracy, once the line between what is public and what is private is blurred, there is no stopping the government.  It’s only after the fall of the government that people look back and wonder why no one ever stopped or warned them.  


The fourth comparison Murphy draws attention to is Rome’s view of the outside world.  A consequence of their self-centeredness, the Romans often underestimated the power of outside civilizations and held an outsized opinion of their superiority and power.  America is more complicated, but generally has the same attitude of superiority amongst other nations.  All Americans are bred with a strong sense of patriotism that it borders on obnoxious.  Ask any American whom they are rooting for to win the Olympics and if their answer is not USA, they are considered a tyrant, a heretic, un-American even.  We are extremely proud of who and what we are, and our heads have grown so large, that we take for granted and underestimate other powers, not only physically, but militarily and politically as well.  


Murphy also notes that Roman borders were not so much a fence with “keep out” signs posted every few feet, but rather were unprotected, mostly due to the vastness of Rome’s borders.  Citizens from bordering countries would filter into Rome, very similar to America’s relationship to Mexico.  


Lastly, Rome suffered from too much complexity.  America and Rome have a built in ripple effect on a global scale.  They become impossible to manage.  The bigger the entity and the more things it touches, the more susceptible it is to forces beyond its control.  This complexity shows in terrorism, big governments can win only by defending everywhere, while terrorists can win be succeeding anywhere.  They are too large for their own good.  The only solution is Thoreau’s deceptively simple one: “simplify”.4


Murphy’s stabbing question still resounds, are we Rome?  Through his six basic comparisons and an entire book of similarities, Murphy says we are.  If we are Rome, do we face the same fate?  Must all democracies end the way the Athenian and Roman democracies?  Overcome with greed and lust for power?  Can we turn America around, or is it already too late?  Must history repeat itself?  If it must, and if we recognize it in time, do we not have the resources to change our fate?  


In the following pages I will argue the importance of returning to what we know.  Basically getting back to the values found in the Articles of Confederation and restoring the checks and balances our founding fathers so neatly laid out.  A part of that will be a clamoring for smaller government—a government in which the people have direct access to decisions that influence their lives.  Also, remembering that America was originally created by the people for the people, not as a money making machine.  Finally a stark and unpleasant reminder that the Athenian and Roman attempts at democracy and all other democracies that came after follow a similar roadmap.  America has a place on this roadmap and I will show where we are and how we got there.  


Back in the eighteenth century, Federalists and Anti-Federalists battled against each other arguing about the way that American should be run.  The Federalists wanted a larger and stronger federal government, while the Anti-Federalist desired a smaller, more manageable government.  They feared that the changes and expansions the Federalists wanted in American government would threaten the sovereignty and prestige of the states, localities, and their individual rights.  Others feared the Federalists were moving toward a centralized government that acted as a disguised monarchy with the President as king.  


Their fears and challenges to the Federalist movement were expressed in numerous speeches and papers grouped together as the Anti-Federalist papers.  The opposition likewise published papers known as the Federalist papers.  James Madison was a well-known Federalist responsible for more than one third of the Federalist papers (writing under the pseudonym ‘Publius’).  Our fourth president, and principle writer of the Unites States Constitution, he was outspoken on the prevention of faction in American government.  His solution to faction was a larger government in which factions would be diluted and discouraged.  He means to expand the political sphere inviting numerous parties and factions to reside within it, one never any stronger than the other, and likewise never able to raise up.  

“The smaller the society, the fewer the probably will be the distinct parties and interests composting it; the fewer the distinct parties and interests, the more frequently will a majority be found of the same party; and the smaller the number of individuals composing a majority, and the smaller the compass within which they are placed, the more easily will they concert and execute the plans of oppression.  Extend the sphere, and you take in a greater variety of parties and interests; you make it less probable that a majority of the whole will be more difficult for all who feel it to discover their own strength, and to act in unison with each other.“  -- Federalist No. 10 5

This idea, in conception, makes sense.  It rules out the annoying and ill-advised parties who suddenly take interest in a matter that has no relevance or importance in the grand scheme of political decisions.  But what happens when these small interest groups have an idea for a piece of legislation that would better the entire country?  What happens to those potentially important propositions that aren’t ever considered, because they cannot get enough backing and fail to rise up from the sea of other legislators who are ringing their own bells trying to be heard?  Madison himself says factions will inevitably rise; but what happens when a faction rises and takes the majority of an expanded sphere?  If that faction were to be adverse to the rights of citizens, whether  an unjust tax or some illegitimate trade, who could oppose it? This would be a concern especially if it encompassed such a large and diverse group of people that Mr. Madison suggests is needed in Federalist No 10.  


Alexis De Tocqueville was a French political thinker and historian who took a two year tour of early nineteenth century America, examining American prisons and penitentiaries as well as American culture.  Overall he was generally pleased with the ‘American experiment’ as he called it, but had several reservations to what he saw and experienced.  One of his central issues was the ease with which Americans tend to give up their individual rights to an untouchable faceless government; which was the reason for the War for Independence in the first place.  He stresses the importance of a local government that brings political issues closer to home.   

"The strength of free peoples resides in the local community. Local institutions are to liberty what primary schools are to science; they put it within the people's reach; they teach people to appreciate its peaceful enjoyment and accustom them to make use of it. Without local institutions a nation may give itself a free government, but it has not got the spirit of liberty."  --  Democracy in America, Alexis De Tocqueville6

A way to ensure the perseverance of a local government is through assemblies.  De Tocqueville greatly praised assemblies and their ability to give the people a voice.  It didn’t matter what the assembly was for, all that mattered was the people cared enough to speak up.  Today, people have become so self-involved that we hand over every right we have to a government we assume will make the right decision.  Assemblies are a constitutional right given to citizens.  Madison may call them factions and a nuisance, but the fact is they are essential to a free America.  


A more localized government will bring issues such as taxation and healthcare to the people it will more immediately effect, and away from the faceless government who simply does not have the good of the people in mind.  It is much easier to be heard by a state senator or representative than the president.  Should a faction arise in a local community it can be far easier overcome than a faction on a much larger scale?  A government brings smaller factions.  A state representative can be seen in a local grocery store, buying groceries, easily touchable and relatable, unlike the president who simply would never be seen outside the White House unless surrounded by secret service, and certainly never in the local grocery store.  Give these men more power to make the decisions that directly influence the people grocery shopping alongside them, not men in suits locked in a bullet-proof room who only know the people as numbers and varying ranges of dollar signs.  The federal government in Madison’s day handled affairs such as foreign policy and protected American borders, and that was it.  It would have been considered preposterous for the federal government to own car companies or banks, reaching their fingers into the way schools are run.  


 American government has evolved and changed so much in the past two hundred years that if our founding fathers could see it now, they would not recognize it.  Not only because technology has progressed as far as it has, but the relationship between the government and the governed has changed dramatically as well.  America was originally created by the people for the people, today, that is no longer true.  America is sadly, no longer for the people, but rather for the intentions of executive businesses and furthering the economy in America.  Knowing somebody in government is the only way laws are passed and people are hired.  Lobbyists steer legislation and freely tailor it to benefit the corporations they work for.  On his first day in office, US President Barack Obama signed two related executive orders and three presidential memoranda.  The amount of back handed dealings between corporations in support of candidates in exchange for benefits from the government is outstanding.  Not that these dealings didn’t exist during the time of our founding fathers, but they certainly were not as blatant as they are today.  America needs to move from the mindset of a corporation with the People acting as hired workers,  back to a government that has the best intentions not only for the present citizens, but for future citizens as well.  We need to once again occupy the mindset of a hard working America that existed in de Tocqueville’s time.  


A huge problem in any government, whether democratic or monarchical, is the problem of Greed.  The issue of greed is rooted deep in human nature and is difficult to combat.  It was because of greed that the Roman Empire eventually burst and came crashing down, likewise the Athenian government suffered and was eventually brought down by greed.  Socrates was a prominent critic of Athenian greed and in Plato’s Republic speaks of the ‘feverish’ city, and the dangers it presents.  A feverish city is one possessed by greed and the desire for more luxuries; it results in constant and unchecked expansion until it explodes into a million random pieces.  


America is that feverish city, gathering too much into its basket that it simply cannot hold it anymore.  So we add more baskets tossing some of the load into one, more into another, until we find baskets upon baskets that are occupied by completely useless items.  The American federal government possesses so many useless departments whose job is to regulate people and activities that really have no business being regulates.  April 15th is the date by which everyone’s taxes from the previous year must be filed.  The Internal Revenue Department oversees this required activity…but why?  At one time, citizens would receive a 3x5 card with three or four questions on it, and that would determine a refund.  Today, it has become a fifteen-page booklet written in indiscernible language that requires translation by a third party tax firm.  President Barack Obama recognized the complexity of American departments and agencies in his 2011 State of the Union address,  
“We live and do business in the Information Age, but the last major reorganization of the government happened in the age of black-and-white TV. There are 12 different agencies that deal with exports. There are at least five different agencies that deal with housing policy. Then there's my favorite example: The Interior Department is in charge of salmon while they're in fresh water, but the Commerce Department handles them when they're in saltwater.”7


Thoreau’s battle cry of “Simplify! Simplify!” testifies to what America needs right now.  We need simplification of government as well as tax code.  If America were simpler it would at least have the opportunity to run as a well-oiled machine, rather than a conglomeration of parts thrown haphazardly together, running on a wish and a prayer.  The early Americans created a government so simple they didn’t even know it was there.  They expected to be left alone by their government, unless their service was needed.  They expected to provide for their own well-being.  Tocqueville said the following on the subject,

"One of the happiest consequences of an absence of government (when a people is fortunate enough to be able to do without it, which is rare) is the development of individual strength that inevitably follows from it. Each man learns to think, to act for himself, without counting on the support of an outside force which, however vigilant one supposes it to be, can never answer all social needs. Man, thus accustomed to seek his well-being only through his own efforts, raises himself in his own opinion as he does in the opinion of others; his soul becomes larger and stronger at the same time"6

As the American federal government has grown so has the dependency Americans feel toward it.  We have lost the desire for self-reliance and instead gladly rely and look to Big Brother.  We need a resurgence of that self-reliance and independence the early Americans so proudly cherished.  America has become lazy and lethargic, unmotivated and pathetic.  A new fire needs be kindled within Americans’ hearts, a desire for a say in America’s future.  We have the ability; we have the right, why are we not using it?  


We need to lessen the power allotted to the federal government and purge socialist ideals from our government’s structure.  Big Brother is a concept that was never meant to exist in America, and should be discouraged at all costs.  America is a republic, not a communist? government. 


Professor Alexander Tyler, in 1787, recorded a generalized sequence that the civilizations commonly follow,

"The average age of the world's greatest civilizations from the beginning of history, has been about 200 years. During those 200 years, these nations always progressed through the following sequence:

From bondage to spiritual faith; From spiritual faith to great courage; From courage to liberty; From liberty to abundance, From abundance to complacency; From complacency to apathy, From apathy to dependence, From dependence back into bondage."3

Professor Joseph Olson of Hamline University School of Law, St Paul, Minnesota, said around the time of the Gore v Bush election that America was somewhere between the “apathy” and “complacency” stage of Alexander Tyler’s definition of democracy; with some 40% of the nation’s population already having reached the “governmental dependency” phase.  


It is a shocking realization to be had.  One blogger on the freerepublic.com website has this take on America’s journey through Professor Tyler’s terms:

“From bondage to spiritual faith; 

pre 1776 

From spiritual faith to great courage; 

1776-present 

From courage to liberty; 

1865-1950 

From liberty to abundance, 

1890-present 

From abundance to complacency; 

1960-present 

From complacency to apathy, 

1970-present 

From apathy to dependence, 

1990-present 

From dependence back into bondage.”8

Many of these terms overlap, but the overall idea is still there.  America is in trouble, and according to Professor Tyler’s roadmap America is getting down to the bottom of the list, with bondage or dictatorship as the next step.  It is up to us change this.  It would be counterproductive, however tempting it is, to simply give up saying “if this is the way it’s been for 3,000 years, why waste time trying to change it”.  As George Santayana said, “Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it”.  We have the resources, we know the past, we can change America for the better, but it’s going to take effort.  Perhaps the fear of dictatorship alone will reignite that fire in Americans.  The same fire that sparked the War for Independence, the abolition of slavery, civil rights, women’s rights, every great movement or change in American history.  It’s always going to be easier to sit back in an armchair and let what’s going to happen, happen.  But that’s the laziness that has settled in Americans.  That’s what needs drowning out.  


Alexis de Tocqueville gives a final warning when he says: "The American Republic will endure until the day Congress discovers that it can bribe the public with the public's money". 6

Sound familiar?  Has that day already come?  Alexis de Tocqueville predicted America’s fate back in 1835, are we too late?  I have hope that if we really take into account where we have been, and seriously look at what’s in store for us if we stay on the same path, we can change the fate of democracies.  It’s not going be money, or a better economy that will lift America from its present lull, but rather a renewed sense of patriotism and desire to be involved in local government, a contagious attitude of self-reliance and independence that will render the federal government unnecessary.  We the people have a duty to ourselves and to each other, to fix what needs fixing in America.  We have the constitutional rights and resources to restore the America our founding fathers created.  Wake up America, the opportunity is wasting away.  Soon there won’t be time to reverse the cycle, we’re already winding down to bondage.  In the words of President John F Kennedy, “Ask not what your country can do for, ask what you can do for your country.”  If we constantly look to our country for support and all the answers, we will become completely dependent, and will be like putty in our government’s hand.  In other words, we will be willingly enslaved to our government, in bondage, if you will.  If half the country is living off social security, half the country is in bondage.  However, if we become more independent as a nation, both globally and individually, perhaps we can preserve our country, as described by Ronald Reagan, as the “the last and greatest bastion of freedom” in the world.
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