
Article I, Section 1 of the Constitution first specifies
that all legislative powers therein granted shall be vested in
a Congress of the United States.  Section 1 next indicates
that the Congress shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

Section 2 covered the House of Representatives, while
Section 3 discusses the Senate.

Article I, Section 3, Clause 1 directs that;
"The Senate of the United States shall be

composed of two Senators from each State, chosen by
the Legislature thereof, for six Years; and each Senator
shall have one Vote."

This Clause set forth the manner of elections for
Senators for 125 years.  On April 8, 1913, the
Seventeenth Article in Amendment was ratified.  This
amendment changed the process for election of Senators
from being chosen by State Legislators to being chosen by
the Electors (Citizens qualified to vote) of each State.  The
Seventeenth Amendment reads:

"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.

"When vacancies happen in the representation of
any State in the Senate, the executive authority of
such State shall issue writs of election to fill such
vacancies: Provided, That the legislature of any State
may empower the executive thereof to make temporary
appointments until the people fill the vacancies by
election as the legislature may direct.

"This amendment shall not be so construed as to
affect the election or term of any Senator chosen
before it becomes valid as part of the Constitution."

Article I, Section 3, Clause 1 and the 17 th Amendment
both specify that Senators will be numbered two per State.
This number, being fixed, is therefore independent of
both the physical size and population of any State.  With
an equal number of Senators in every State, the Senate
acts as the House of Congress where the States are
represented in co-equal fashion with one another.

Prior to the ratification of the Constitution, under the
Articles of Confederation, the States also assembled
together in a Congress through their delegates.  

The Articles of Confederation directly acknowledged
the general purpose of Congress in Article V:

"For a more convenient management of the
general interests of the United States, delegates
shall…meet in Congress."

The Fifth Article continues with a statement
acknowledging the actual meaning of Congress:

"Each State shall maintain its own delegates in a
meeting of the States."

Congress is literally a meeting of the States together
(through their deputies) with the express purpose to
conveniently manage their general interests.  Those
interests were determined by a vote of the States operating
within the express parameters of the powers ceded by each
State (as evidenced by the remainder of the Articles).
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When votes were cast under the Articles, each State
received but one vote as also mandated in the Fifth of
the Articles; that one vote being determined by the
majority of the deputies of that State (each State
allowed between two to seven delegates):

"In determining questions in the United
States, in Congress assembled, each State shall
have one vote."

With each State having one equal vote, this pure
confederation rested squarely on State sovereignty, the
idea that States were of primary importance in their own
right.  State sovereignty dictates that States be
represented not by their population compared with the
whole, nor their size, but rather as a State in and of
itself, equal with the other States of the confederation.

The Senate under the Constitution is the branch of
the Congress which retains (some of ) the principles of a
confederation — that each State be represented in a co-
equal manner with the other States.

Under the Constitution, each State has an equal
number of Senators; therefore each State has an equal
voice with every other State.  Under the Constitution,
however, it is not the States which vote, but the Senators
(individually).

The change from each State having one vote to each
Senator having one vote is a significant step away from
State sovereignty, while not completely severing it.

It is now possible and even probable that the two
Senators of any given State will vote in opposition to
one another.  No longer must a State cast its vote either
yea or nay.

In a democracy, the location of where the votes are
counted is the focal point of great powers.  When votes
were tallied first within the States, the States had
inherent importance by this mechanism alone.

With votes being tallied now only in the Senate as a
whole, the States whom such Senators represent
naturally decrease in importance.

The Constitution is remarkably similar to the
Articles of Confederation in numerous instances.  It is
quite different in a number of important ways, however.

Both documents are similar in the fount of their
power and authority.  Under the Articles of
Confederation, the confederate government was given
express power through cession of State authority as
specifically outlined.  

Under the Constitution, the States likewise ceded
specified powers over to the government of the United
States.  Both documents delineated many powers,
including provisions regarding alteration of those powers.

The 13th Article specified unanimity of every State
to change the Articles themselves to any degree.  This
follows strictly from a principle of a confederation where
one independent State has no coercive power over
another — that only the consent of each State could
divest and transfer from the State any of its government
authority to another.  Under this authority, no State ever
gave up autonomy to any degree; it maintained control
of its future even when it joined with others for benefits
unobtainable without such collective effort.

In contrast, Article V of the Constitution expressly
provides for changes when three-fourths of the State
legislatures (or three-fourths of State conventions)
properly ratify a change.

In other words, once a State voluntarily agreed to be
bound to the Constitution, it became quite possible that
it would be later bound to a change in the Constitution
with which it would not specifically agree.  This
uncertainty diminished express State control of its
(future) authority under the Constitution.

A second key element of difference between the
governmental system under the Confederation and
under the Constitution was the creation of the
Executive and Judicial Branches under the latter.  These
additional branches of government better distributed
governmental power for greater justice.

Under the IX of the Articles, a President was elected
to the Office of President to preside over Congress
(similar to the President of the Senate under the
Constitution).  This President of Congress cannot be
correlated with the President of the United States under
the Constitution.  The Congress under the Articles had
express authority (also in Article IX) to appoint such
civil officers as it found necessary.  The Congress
therefore had such executive power over those officers
and a general power to execute its own laws.  The
President of Congress was not individually empowered
to execute laws.
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The President of Congress merely presided over
Congress to keep the delegates in order.  The President
of Congress had no express powers of appointment, no
special part in passing laws, nor any veto authority.

The Congress under the Confederacy also acted
occasionally in a judicial manner and settled questions
brought before them in limited instances.

The third major difference between the two forms
of government consists of voting.

Under the Articles, the separate States voted on
every issue within the (unicameral) Congress.  Each
State having one vote meant that every vote reinforced
the primary role of the States which assembled together
in the Congress.  Thus the Union was identified and
equally represented by its constituent parts.  In voting,
the majority vote of the delegates of each State
determined the vote of the State they represented.

The Ninth of the Articles of Confederation directed
that, in questions of little significance, a majority vote of
the States bound all.  In questions of greater significance
(as listed), questions would be determined on the assent
of nine States.  The designation of the number of votes
required, based upon the total number of States, meant
that no consideration was given if some States were not
present during voting.

Nine States out of 13 is simply a two-thirds vote.
However, if several States were not present to vote, the
number needed did not change (lower).  By specifying
the number rather than percentage, no credit was given
for States who did not bother to show up to vote (nine
States were still needed to affirm any such vote,
regardless of how many States showed up at Congress).

Under the Constitution, however, the concept of a
quorum is followed.  A quorum is simply a majority of
each House.  Article I, Section 5, Clause 1 provides:

"a Majority of each shall constitute a Quorum to
do Business."

Article I, Section 7, Clause 2 provides that a bill
passed by both the House and the Senate shall become a
law when the President of the United States signs that
bill (or if he fails to return it within 10 days [unless
Congress adjourns]).  Should he veto that bill, the said

clause requires a two-thirds vote of both Houses to
override that veto to enact such bill.

By allowing a simple majority of the whole the
power to "do Business", any bill may pass that House
with the majority of that majority agreeing.  In other
words, if only the smallest number necessary to "do
Business" bother to show up for work, it only takes a
simple majority of them to pass the bill for that House.

With 435 House Members and 100 Senators, a bill
can be passed with a Presidential signature with only
110 Representatives (218 Members required for a
quorum; 110 required for more than 50%) and 26
Senators (51 Senators required for a quorum; 26
required for more than 50%).

The minimum number of Members possibly
needed to override a Presidential veto would be 146
Representatives and 34 Senators (two-thirds of a
minimum quorum).

The concept of the quorum allows for easier
enactment of law and conduction of the business of
government when Congressmen (who vote individually)
fail to faithfully and diligently show up for work.

Under the Articles, if no delegates from three or four
States showed up at Congress, this did not diminish the
total number of States necessary to "do Business".  The
Articles which specified nine States required nine States
so agreeing before so passing such law or authorizing
such activity.

When the requirements necessary for passing
legislation are eased, a greater abundance of laws is the
logical outcome.

Under such a decreased requirement under the
Constitution, it may be of little surprise that America
has been inundated with laws.

A closer inspection as to the number of laws passed
in the first fifty, sixty, or seventy years under the
Constitution will reveal, however, that this lower
requirement was not the major determinant of the total
number of laws we have today.

Of far greater importance is the extent of laws
enacted — after the Civil War era (and especially after
the New Deal era), far greater numbers of laws were
passed because laws on so many subjects were passed.

Contrary to complete unanimity under the
Confederation, the delegation of new authority under
the Constitution requires but a three-fourths vote of all
the States to ratify any Amendment.
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The directive in Article I, Section 3, Clause 1 of the
Constitution that "each Senator shall have one Vote" is
one of the principles within the Constitution which has,
to the greatest degree, separated the constitutional
government from the confederate government.

Each Senator having one vote means that one
Senator of a particular State may vote for, and the other
Senator from that State may vote against, any particular
bill or resolution.  The potential in every State of a split
vote greatly dilutes the primary authority of the State
with regards to the Union.

As studied earlier, the structure of the House of
Representatives was built upon the concept of each
Citizen having an equal vote, with the Citizens viewed
in a manner national in scope (as a people of one
nation).  The people throughout the nation were to have
equal voice with one another in the House of
Representatives.

With each Senator having one vote, no longer does
either House directly vote for a bill as a State.  The
tallying of the votes is no longer performed within the
States first, followed by a tallying of the States together. 

The voting as States with each State having one vote
only strictly occurs now in two places: in ratifying
Amendments (and in conventions) and in Presidential
elections (and here only strictly when thrown into the
House of Representatives — see Art. II:1:3 and the 12 th

Amendment).

In its pure form, the States strictly have sovereign
attributes only where it yet really counts — in changing
the authority of the government of the United States.  It
is the manner of how the authority of government is
determined which ultimately determines the structure of
American government.

As it is yet the States which cast their one vote as
determined in their Legislature to ratify amendments or
in State conventions to alter or amend the very power of
government, the United States of America are yet
sovereign and independent States who yield their day-to-
day authority of a federal nature to their agent, the
government of the United States.  The States, acting in
concert together, can change or even abolish the current
government of the United States (with the government
of the United States having no authority or ability to
diminish or abolish the States).

Had Article I, Section 3, Clause 1 of the
Constitution dictated that "each State shall have one
vote", the Constitution would have greatly resembled

the Articles of Confederation in scope, authority, and in
practice.  Only the break in requiring complete unanimity
to change governing authority would have differed
significantly between them (the creation of the executive
and judicial branches is perhaps of less consequence.
The creation of the House of Representatives would be
of relatively minor consequence, as the Senate where
each State had one vote would have effectively been the
bottleneck through which all legislation would pass).

Representatives and Senators under the Constitution
are directly elected to represent the State which they
inhabit, yet their actions necessarily take on a scope
national in character.  Their State loyalty often only
presents itself today in a negative manner, in "pork-
barrel" attempts to bring home a greater slice of the
federal "pie".

Senators and Representatives often have less
apparent loyalty to the State which they immediately
represent than to the political party to which they may
happen to belong (which has no express constitutional
basis).  Given that concerted effort is much more
efficient in political matters than individual action,
political parties were perhaps inevitable.  Given that
most persons elected have the political party to which
they belong to thank, it is of little surprise that the
major parties possess a great degree of political clout.

The constitutional grant of one vote to each Senator
is not necessarily (always) to America's detriment.  Too
often petty State jealousies overlook a greater benefit
which can be had by all when viewed from a broader
perspective (which, of course, could also be said of
political parties).  One cannot underestimate the
importance which a free flow of goods and people across
State borders and uniformity between many States
played in the creation of great abundance and greater
well-being of many Americans.

That there is yet a great amount of financial
hardship and economic instability prevalent throughout
America today is not inherent, nor is it yet irreversible
(though it will likely be painful).  An America which
fully supports the Constitution and the principles of
republican government which works within the specific
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parameters of the Constitution would go a long way to
bringing about actual prosperity and happiness.

Much of the economic turmoil and emotional strife
common in present-day America can be reconciled with
a return to constitutional principles.  The effect (peace,
liberty, and happiness) cannot be placed before the cause
(which includes a government expressly limited to
uphold those principles).

A populace knowledgeable in constitutional
principles has never before been more technologically
feasible:  the power of the printing press coupled with an
efficient distribution infrastructure or the vast power of
the Internet to reach the widespread numbers affordably
is here today.

Many Americans have defeatist attitudes when they
correctly point out an almost limitless number of
examples of oppressive government behavior operating
against the express principles of the Constitution.  As law
& reason dictates, and as continued study will eventually
show, the Constitution is the supreme law of the land
against which no inferior law can infringe.  Therefore, it
is all the laws, codes, regulations, and orders which
operate in apparent contradistinction to the Constitution
(within legal loopholes allowed by it) which must go.

An understanding of the Constitution and the legal
loopholes within it which allow government to operate in
effective disregard for many of its principles is the correct
path towards restoring liberty and justice in America.

There are many wizards in government who tell
those who come before it seeking favors to "pay no
attention to the man behind the curtain" as the
impressive image of government bellows thunderous, hot
air in an forbidding manner.  As one follows the lead of
Toto to pull back the curtain, one finds that there is only
an impressive display of sound and light to distract one
from the truth.

Dissemination of constitutional understanding is a
necessary precondition for a return to limited
government.  A widespread understanding of the entire
Constitution effectively and permanently closes those
loopholes which allows government to operate in a
relatively uncontrolled manner.

An oppressive regime operating against moral
principles of law and government working within legal
loopholes can be released from authority without
violence simply by closing the loopholes through which
they operate.  Truth is the enemy of the oppressive state.  

Knowledge, not force, is the bright Beacon of
Liberty which shines bright the dark crevices of
deception.

As late as 1988, communism appeared to many to be
flourishing, yet the Berlin Wall fell in 1989 and the
Soviet Union disintegrated in 1992.

Many Americans thought the Soviets militarily
invinicible, yet their union collapsed without a shot
being fired.  Lenin’s famous line that Americans
(capitalists) would sell the rope that would hang them
proved that (even with American subsidies) communism
was so morally and economically bankrupt that they
could not even purchase that rope.

The Russian wealth built over the previous generations
was quickly squandered, and had it not been replenished
by wealthy supporters from the West who financially
supported such nonsense, the Soviet Union would have
likewise collapsed shortly after their 1917 Revolution.  

Without a wealthy West, the Soviet Union would
not have been possible (due not only to its supporters,
but also of non-supporters from whom innovations could
be stolen — it is not mere coincidence that the Soviet
Space Shuttle looked much like the American Shuttle,
for instance).  That quality, abundance, prosperity,
innovation, happiness, cheerfulness, and justice were
absent from such a place should be of no surprise to any
proponent of liberty.

With the governments more extreme in their
opposition to moral laws of liberty and property falling
away, more pressure is placed on the remaining
governments who also act contrary to these principles.

The more isolated the community from outside
influences, the quicker that flaws present themselves as
untenable.  Isolated in a wilderness, (Jamestown and
Plymouth Rock), a few individuals can only ignore their
self-induced, communist plight at their immediate demise.

Even governments having both the legal right
through express law and the might through oppressive
government agencies find themselves inexorably limited
in their actual ability to rule authoritatively by the
powerful principles of liberty.

To the few governments which have neither the legal
right nor valid might to enact laws against moral liberty
and property (and who do so only through deception),
such as American government, they find themselves
drawn ever closer to complete annihilation of all
government activity which counters such principles of
liberty and justice.  Truth becomes their absolute enemy;
knowledge their bitter foe.  The government operating in
opposition to liberty and property deals in deception and
ignorance to maintain its power (ultimately, further
undercutting its validity).
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American government is finding itself closer, not to
a mere restriction of government authority, but a
complete lopping off of all the gargantuan structure
built upon and over constitutional government.

It is the opinion of this publisher that the federal
government will be (eventually) restored to a mere
fraction of its current self; more along the lines of
government prior to the Civil War.  It is more likely
that this would be inevitable, rather than impossible.
Once shed of illegitimate government, authority would
necessarily only then increase by legitimate means as
specifically outlined in Article V of the Constitution.

The power of knowledge of rightful authority of
government and understanding of the means by which
it has been subverted will eventually overcome the most
lethal guns of improper government.  The pen will
prove mightier than the sword; the typewriter mightier
than the gun; the printing press mightier than the
fighter jet; the computer and Internet mightier than an
aircraft carrier.

Improper authority which is opposed to the
principles of constitutional government will fall to the
power of the idea and ideal of Liberty. Enactment of law
counter to the ideal of liberty drives people adversely
affected by those laws to seek further information about
them, or even to cause some to blatantly oppose them.

As the powerful fist of government clenches ever
tighter upon its Citizens illegitimately, greater will be
the numbers of Citizens who slip through the fingers of
government to release themselves from its tyrannical grip.

As oppressive government attempts to build higher
dams to hold back liberty, the more exposed it becomes
to a breach which will, in short order, demolish all that
stands opposed to liberty.

Article V of the Constitution discusses the process
of changing the Constitution through the process of
Amendment or by Convention.  The Constitution
requires three-fourths approval of the States to change
any power.  Also in Article V, there is listed both a
temporary and a permanent ban as to specific changes.
The temporary ban was to prohibit modification to
Article I, Section 9, Clauses 1 & 4 for a period of about
20 years.  The permanent ban was to prohibit
deprivation of any State of its "equal Suffrage in the
Senate".

These prohibitions are the only items specifically
exempted from change by the amendment or
convention process without essentially unanimous
consent (assuming the State giving up its equal suffrage

in the Senate would be the last to do so).  Even 49 of
the 50 States agreeing to deny the fiftieth State's equal
suffrage rights in the Senate could not remove that right
from the 50 th State.  Prior to 1808, without every State
voting to change Clauses 1 or 4 of the Article I, Section
9, no change would have occurred, for that one State
did not authorize changes to those Clauses when it
ratified the Constitution, since they were expressly
reserved.

It could possibly be successfully argued that no
State could actually even give up its (equal) suffrage in
the Senate; that sufficient numbers of Citizens in that
State would not be willing to give it up and could
effectively block any attempt to do so.

Some people, understanding that the Constitution
provides for change through the amendment process,
believe that any amendment can be ratified provided
three-fourths of the States agree.  In other words, that a
mere (super) majority can dictate any change.

These people think that an Amendment could be
passed which could delete the guarantee of a Republican
form of government or of equal or proportional suffrage
rights in Congress.  It is these same people who think
that ratifying a new Amendment with three-fourths of
the States could eliminate a Citizen's right of free
speech, freedom of religion and assembly, gun
ownership rights, or due process rights.

These people miss the point of American
government — it is not a democratic mob-rule
government which can do anything the simple (or even
super-) majority desires!  Americans are not to be held
hostage by Congress, nor the State Legislatures, nor
even State conventions.  America was founded as the
country where every Citizen's life, liberty, and property
was safe, in part, not only while the legislature is in
session, but because the legislature is in session!

The structure of the Constitution and the
mechanism delineated for changing it may seem to
allow for a tyrannical supermajority of three-fourths of
the States to change its shape to something even
opposite of its original intention, but this is not so.

American government is but a building up of one
precept upon a precept more fundamental in nature.  A
minor principle may not displace a higher one.

Government was instituted among man to secure
his (right to) life, liberty, and property given him by his
Creator.
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The fundamental precept is God, the Creator of all
things and the Perfect Example of that which is Good.
The next building block is God's creation — man.
With life a fundamental good, man may do what is
morally necessary and proper to ensure his life from
another who attempts to act contrary to it.  With life
being a fundamental good, man is able to protect the
propagation of life and therefore protect his family.
Man, needing to expend energy to sustain his life and
that of his family, needs to protect the fruits of his
efforts, thus to protect his property.

Two men, each with the right to protect their own
life and property and that of their family, have the
freedom of association to join together to attempt to fight
off others who encroach upon either or both of them.

Government is but an organized effort through
freedom of association for common goals.  Government
is instituted to protect man, his family, and his rights,
not to obliterate them.

The minor precepts of government authority cannot
destroy a greater one.  Thus, the objective of government
to secure man's life and property cannot be transformed
into the engine of denying man's life or his property,
because man’s rights are a higher precept than government.

Those who desire to use the guns of government to
disarm their victims without risk for their own
advantage attempt to make it appear that words do not
have meaning; that forbidding one thing and allowing
another is no different than allowing the one and
forbidding the other.

If rules appear arbitrary, they appear unknowable.
Uncertainty of action prevails among those not
knowing.  Only those understanding are allowed to
action, creating monopoly situations without genuine
competition.  Those who do not understand yet put
forth effort to reclaim liberty are at the mercy of
anything being done to them at anytime for any reason.

The Senate, having a longer term (six years versus
two) and fewer in number as compared with
Representatives (100 today versus 435 for Representatives),
has always been considered a more prestigious position
than that of Representative.  The role of the Senate in
confirming officers and ratifying treaties also plays no
small role in their repute.  The Senate has therefore
tended to draw those with higher political aspirations.

Under the initial mechanism of Senatorial election,
the theory was that the most competent men from the
State Legislatures were to be promoted to the nation's
Capitol.  As is usually the case, those best-connected
politically were often elected.

After the Civil War, the federal government began
enacting legislation previously unprecedented.  This
legislation encroached upon the formerly sovereign
domain of the States without express constitutional
authority.  With federal legislation impacting private
Citizens in the States more often, State Citizens began
to feel as if they had little actual representation.

Many people tired of what appeared as the "good-
old-boy" network for electing Senators to their seats.
Many States threatened to call for a Constitutional
Convention if Congress did not propose an
Amendment which allowed for the direct election of
Senators.  Congress eventually bowed to the pressure
and proposed what was later ratified by the States as the
Seventeenth Amendment.

As is common when the parameters of government
are expanded and the government encroaches ever-more
upon Citizen's lives, those being governed desire more
participation in who happens to govern.  An approach
more oriented to liberty would be to direct more effort
at limiting the parameters of government than simply
attempting to have more say in who expands them.

The Seventeenth Amendment changed the political
structure to a significant degree.

First off, the 17 th Amendment, rather than giving a
tighter reign over Senators, actually freed them to do
more as they please.  When Senators were elected by the
State Legislatures, the Senators had to answer directly to
those few Legislators, as well as indirectly to the
Citizens of the State.  The State Legislators had some
ability (even though they were not always successful) to
convince the Senators to their way of thinking if the
Senator wanted to be re-elected.

Senators, after the 17 th Amendment, found that the
level of compulsion over them was not as powerful as
before.  The State Legislators in any given State were a
relatively close-knit group, meeting often and conversed
with each other well enough to come to agreement
when a persuasive argument was given.

The Citizens of a whole State, on the other hand,
never meet regularly and communicate together only
poorly (through t.v., radio, newspapers, magazines,
books, word-of-mouth, and now with the Internet.  The
States were often large and had many groups of varied
interests which split the ability of a unified voice to
keep any particular Senator in check.  Citizens have
little luck exerting direct influence over the Senators.

The final change which the direct election of
Senators provided was the most significant — the
balance of power between the States and the federal
government.  While the State is still the important
concept within the federal framework, its existence was
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made one step less-necessary by having Senators elected
by the Citizens within each State rather than individuals
(State legislators) representing the State.

It is important to note that the election of Senators
by the State Citizens was discussed during the
Constitutional Convention; therefore, this may not be
quite the level of heresy as some profess. 

The manner of election of Senators is not of primary
importance: but rather whom they represent; under what
authority they act; and which powers they possess.  In
comparative terms, the 17 th Amendment was rather
insignificant as compared with the power of giving each
Senator one vote.

Technology has provided ample means for each
Citizen to have greater opportunity to communicate with
his Representative or Senator, and from the Senator or
Representative back to his constituents, allowing for
greater actual representation.  Technology and rising
population numbers has far surpassed the ability of any
Senator or Representative to actually read through such
correspondence individually (though such
correspondence could be compiled by staff into broad
categories, or limited polls can be readily performed).

Growing influence of special interest groups (i.e., any
two or more people united in one or more viewpoints) is
not to be blamed directly upon the manner of electing
Senators, but on the growing range of laws upon which
Congress discusses.  A curtailment of topics will
necessarily reduce the number and influence of the
various groups and Political Action Committees (PACs).

Article I, Section 3, Clause 2 reads:

"Immediately after they shall be assembled in
Consequence of the first Election, they shall be
divided as equally as may be into three Classes. The
Seats of the Senators of the first Class shall be
vacated at the Expiration of the second Year, of the
second Class at the Expiration of the fourth Year, and
the third Class at the Expiration of the sixth Year, so
that one third may be chosen every second Year; and
if Vacancies happen by Resignation, or otherwise,
during the Recess of the Legislature of any State, the
Executive thereof may make temporary Appointments
until the next Meeting of the Legislature, which shall
then fill such Vacancies."

Senators were divided into three separate Classes to
provide for one-third of the Senate to be elected every other
year.  This was to provide continuity and experience in
the Senate, even if no Senator was ever re-elected.  This
process continues yet today, with each Senate seat up for
re-election every six years, staggered with the other classes.

The Senate, with one-third of the Senators elected
every second year to six-year terms (see Art. I:3:1 and the
Seventeenth Amendment), views itself as a continuous
body.  This continuous body yet adjourns for a period of
months in unison with the House of Representatives, in
accordance with Article I, Section 5, Clause 4, which
prevents either body from sitting for more than three days
after the other House adjourns.  Within a short period
after the first House adjourns, so to must the other.

Senators newly elected within existing States present
their credentials and swear their oath or affirm their
support for the Constitution before they take their seat.

Upon entry into the Union, the Senators of a new
State admitted will be divided up into two different
classes so that neither seat will be vacated at the same
interval.  

The latter portion of Clause 2 provides that the State
Executive — the Governor — may make temporary
appointments for any vacancies occurring in the Senate
which specifically happen during the recess of the State
Legislature where the vacated seat occurred.  The State
Legislature was to then fill the vacancies permanently
when they came back into session.

The 17 th Amendment necessarily modified this
arrangement after State Citizens began electing Senators
directly (it no longer mattered if the State Legislatures
were in session, for Legislators no longer elected
Senators).

The 17 th Amendment provided for the calling of a
special election not unlike that authorized for
Representatives.

The State Legislatures specifically reserved the
authority individually to empower the State executives to
make temporary appointments.  The person temporarily
appointed would occupy the Senate seat pending the
final outcome of the special election.

Giving the Governor the ability to make temporary
appointments ensures for a prompt substitution for
Senators.  This allows for as much continuity of
government as is nearly possible should tragedy befall
the Senate.
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