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iNew Jersey, South Carolina, Wiscon-
sin. The power to summon the Legis-
latures witbjin the year does flot seem
to be conferred on the Governors of
New York and Rhode Island.

It isworthiy of remiak that the prin-
ciple of Annual Meetings of the Rie-
presentatives of tlie lPeople is stili
cherished in those older and greater
States in 'which thie problem of self-
government was first l)ropounded, and
was soonest solved. The Commion-
wealths of Massachusetts, Connecticut,
New York, New Jersey, iRhode Island,
and South Carolina, have continued to
adhere to the principle of Annual Ses-
sions, which is as old as the Third Bd-
ward. The experienceof these States in
thepractical working of iRepresentative
lnstitutions-ranging, in some cases,
over a l)eriod of more than two-and-a-
haif centuries-ouglit to be taken*into
account when weighed against the ex-
periment8 of younger members of the
same Federalfamily. [But, with respect
to these younger iiernbers,itisonly jus-
tice to observe tliat, ashias been already
shown, the great majority of thers stand
prepared, whien occasion demiands it,
to set aside the principle of Biennial
Sessions.

It would appear that, on the whole,
the principal reason for adopting the
Biennial System wus that of economy.
There is also ground to believe that the
Governors of those States, for their
own political convenience, were ini its
favour. U-nder the American system,
any member of a State Legiiature
may introduce a measure, no niatter
how crude and objectionable it may
be. lHe may do this to carry out an
unreasonable promise exacted by an
unreasonable constituency. In the ab-
sence of a iResponsible Ministry, the
burden of rejecting sucli a measure,
falis on the Governor of the State. To
veto the measure might coinpel him to,
act againat a section of hi8 own politi-
cal supporters. Re would, theïrefore,
naturally favour Biennial Sessions as
bringing him less frequently than An-

nual Sessions, into possible collision
with his political friends.

But the tide of Constitutional
change, in the Biennial States, seems,
to be on the turn. There are many
indications thiat it will soon sweep, in
full and unchecked flow, toward the
old and time-tried Annual Systein of
legisiation.

A local contemporary,* of a recent
date, says:

'Within the last couple of years,
thirty-one States of the Union de-
cided upon hiolding Biennial Sessions ;
and, in rnany cases, says the New York
Tribune, without due consideration.
Now, when the new systeni is found to
cause inconvenience, there is a grow-
ing demand for a return to the old
systeni. Even Vermnont, which seem-
ed to be the most favourable for try-
ing the experirnent, on account of
the stabitity of its population, is con-
sidering the question of going back to
Annual Sessions. Our contemporary
is of opinion that the new system lias
not had a fair trial.'

In reply to this observation of the
Tribune there is an easy answer. If
the new Biennial System, in the short
space of two years has proved s0 bar-
ren of anticipated benefits as te lead
to a demand for a return to Annual
Sessions, then the Biennial Systeni is
impracticable. That it has failed ini
$tates 80 accustomed to the working of
the machinery of iRepresentative Gov-
ernment as are those of the American
Union is a lesson for other free coin-
miunities which may be standing hesi-
tant on the verge of perilous experi-
ment.

It lias been said by those who advo.
cate the Biennial Systeru that it lias
the effect of preventing the introduc-
tion of immature and unnecessary
legislation. But, under the British
systemi of Responsible Government,
this contention is of no weight. The
existence of the Executive depende

*Toronto Mail, February 17, 1881.
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