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The Sacramento ll ee responded to Johnson' s comments by �~�"�r�i�t�i�n�g� 

that his inaugural message should be regarded as one of the "highest 

tributes ever paid 'The People of California. '" 35 This was a very 

popular theme and was not only characteristic of the California 
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Progressives, but was typical of the mood which permeated the national 

Progressive movement. It seems likely that Johnson and his fellm" 

Progressives were perhaps t aking their cues from the national l eaders 

such as Theodore Roosevelt. 

There has been some controversy as to the role Johnson played 

in formulating his platform of direct legislation. EdHard Dickson, 

one of Johnson ' s intimate political aides and a former newspaper editor, 

believed that Johnson had little knmo1ledge or understanding of the 

recall measure until l ate in his 1910 campaign.36 In his address at 

Blanchard Hall in Los Angeles, June 3, 1910, Johnson condemned the evils 

of the political system and promised to put control of institutions 

into the hands of the people, but he made no mention of r ecall . 37 Most 

of his speeches during the 1910 campaign make no reference to recall. 

Johnson's inaugural address contains his first public remarks on the 

r ecall. 

35sacr amento Bee, January 4, 1911. 

�3�6 �r�n�t �e �r �v�i�e�~�.�,� �~�"�i�t�h� Edward A. Di ckson by George Mowry , June 25, 19L,8, 
as cited by Mmo1ry in The California Progressives (Berkel ey: University 
of California Press, 1951), p. 135. 

37Full t ext of the speech can be found bound in volume 6 of California 
Speeches (#13, p. 12) at the California State Library. 
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In the October , 1914, issue of ~veryhody ' s Magazine , Denver 

police commissione r and controvers i a l propag3ndist, George Creel , 

suggested that J ohns on had only "glib familiarity \<li th the i nitia tive, 

refer endum, and r ecall. " 38 

In r esponse to this scathing attack on the progr essive creden-

tials of Johnson, Dr. J ohn R. Haynes r eplied that Johns on had spent 

"days in ass isting in the drafting" of some of the mos t i mpor tant 

r e form measures.39 Haynes, a long with Johnson's aide, Edward Dickson, 

are credited \<lith drafting the democrat i zing amendments to t he s tate · 

cons titution. 

It was Dr. Haynes who first introduce d to the United St ates 

recall in its modern form by way of the Los Ange l es City Charter of 

1903. Haynes worked incessantly on reform proposal s for the cit y and, 

subsequently, the state. 

According to Bird and Ryan, Haynes had spent sever a l years 

observing mismanagement and corruption in Philadelphia politics. He 

concluded from his observations that the ''ordi nary poli t ical panaceas 

were of no avail, tha t the e lection of good men to office was an 

accomplishment only spasmodically achieved. "40 It \<las from his 

experiences in Philadelphia that led Haynes to search for meaningful 

political reforms. 

38ceor ge Cree l, "\.Jhat About Hiram Johnson ," Everybody ' s Hagazine , 
31:458 , Octobe r, 1914. 

39sacramento .!!.ee, October 10, 1941. 

40Bird and Ryan , p. 24 . 
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There is no traceable evidence that the existence of recall in 

Switzerland had any influence on its adoption in California.41 In fact , 

Haynes denied any kno,vledge of the SHiss model and held that he 

received the idea from reading The _City for the People, by Frank 

Parsons.42 The relevant passage which must have influenced Haynes, 

and thus prompted him to draft California recall measures, deals \vi th 

democracy and direct controls on the representative system: 

What we want is not a body of legislators beyond the reach 
of the people ..• , but a body of legislators subject at all 
times to the peopl es ' direction and control . ... 

It is good to choose strong men to manage municipal and 
state affairs, but it is well too to provide the means to hold 
them in check or make them move at the peoples' \vill. . . . 
The solution lies in a representative system guarded by constitu­
tional provisions for popular initiative, adoption, veto, and 
recall.43 

From 1901 to 1911 Haynes lobbied fervently for concepts of direct 

· democracy and direct legislation at every session of the California 

l egislature . 44 There was no one in California more dedicated to 

seeing principles of direct legislation, as proposed by the Progressives, 

enacted into lmv than Haynes. 

41It should be noted, however, that recall had been in existence 
at the statewide level in Oregon since 1908. The Sacramento Bee on 
January 4, 1911 reported that Johnson adopted the Oregon Plan. There 
i s , however, little evidence to indica te that the Oregon r ecall had 
any appreciable influence in California. 

The recall in California developed from its mvn indigenous poli­
tical s ituation and was au thored by men who evidently did not consult 
the Oregon Plan at great l ength. 

42cited in Hilliam E. Rappard, "The Initiative , Referendum, and 
Recall in S\vitzerland, " The Annals .2.!_ the American Academy of Politica l 
and Social Science, 43:U0-145, September, 1912. 

43Frank Parsons . The ~l.J:y for the People (Philadelphia: C. F. 
Taylor, 1901), p . 256. 

4L1V. 0 . Key and \Huston Crouch . Initiative an<i_ _!(eferendum in 
California (Berkeley: University of California, 1939), p . 425 . 
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All evidence r .oints to Edward Dickson as being Haynes ' assistant 

in drafting of the recall measure. Dickson, who was once a prominent 

political correspondent before becoming editor of the ~os Ange]-es 

Express, helped launch the reformist Lincoln-Roosevelt League in the 

spring of 1907. The league represented a movement in the Republican 

party to cleanse California politics of Southern Pacific domination . 

Dickson, according · to Geo,rge Mmvry, planted the whole idea of initia-

tive, referendum, and recall in the Johnson program. Apparently it 

was initially Dickson ' s encouragement in the early part of 1910 that 

prompted Johnson to include recall in the reformist campaign, and it 

was mainly Haynes, Hho, 'vith Dickson:, drafted the actual recall 

amendment. Both claimed Johnson had a hand in the actual drafting 

of the measure.45 

Proponents of recall on the eve of the 1911 special election 

argued that the purpose of recall 'vas to " introduce into public life 

,.;rhat is indispensable in private and business life . . . . the poHer 

to remove a dishonest , incapable , or unsatisfactory servant . "46· It 

should be noted that grounds for recall were left quite general and 

not limited to definite l egal qualifications . 

Senator Lee Gates, the author of the Senate recall amendment , 

suggested that the purpose of recall was to make the '' creator greater 

45noth men came to Johnson' s defense following the appearance of 
George Creel ' s article in Everyb~~ Magazine a ttacking Johnson and 
inferring that he was a phony Progressive . Haynes and Dickson made 
statements to the contrary as cited in the Sacramento Bee , October 10, 
191L •. 

46quoted from " Proposed Amendments to the Constitution of the State 
of California with Legislative Reasons for and Against Adoption," 
October, 1911. 



than the creature" by "taking hack the arbitrary pm\ler '"hich the 

creature ha d arrogated to itself."47 

The major reason given by the opponents of recall, other than 

objections over r ecall of judges , \\las the concern tha t tyranny 1\lould 

prevail if the majori ty could control actions of elected offi cial s .48 

This argument was inef fec tual in the f ace of gr and and e l oquent argu-

ments for pu t ting greater f ai th in the people. It seemed that any 

opposition ef fort to r ecall \\las innocuous when compared with the 

Johnson machine tha t r eplaced the increasingly vulnerab l e Southern 

Pacific . 

23 

The people of California responded affirmatively to t he Progr essive 

r eform measures. Hiram Johnson's campaign efforts had been vigorous 

and \\lell execut ed with f e\\1 serious impediments, Needless to say , 

recal l enjoyed a public, statewide forum '"here its intent and conse-

quences could be thoroughly considered . 

Califor nia agr eed to r eform its government and the people ovenvhelm--

ingly endorsed the recall amendment . 49 

Recall as a Panacea. Professor Richard Barne t, writing in his 

book Int~_rven tion an<.!_ Revolution , states that " every revolutionary 

movement i s bas ed upon the myth tha t the r emoval of a man . . . . is 

all that s tands in the \vay of progress and justice . rr50 This i s a 

47cited by Franklin Hichborn. Story of California Legisl ature of 
1911, p. 131. 

48uichborn, p . 131 . 

49 . 
The final s tatewide vote was 178,115 f or recall and 53 ,755 

against it. 

50Richard Barne t. Interven tion and Revolution (New York: Horld 
Publis hing Company, 1968), p. 38. 


