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not always possess their confidence. He had no objection
however to an election by the people if it were so qualified
that men of honor and character might not be unwilling to

be joined in the appointments. He seemed to think the
people might nominate a certain number out of which the
State legislatures should be bound to choose.

Questions

1. According to Gerry, what kind of problems produced the dissatisfaction that burst
forth in Shays’s Rebellion?

2. According to Gerry, who caused Shays’s Rebellion?

3. If democracy is defined as allowing the average person to exercise real political
power, would you describe Gerry as a supporter of democracy? Why or why not?

7-5 An Attack on the Proposed Federal Constitution (1 787)

George Clinton

The adoption of the proposed new constitution of the Philadelphia Convention was by no
means a foregone conclusion. Having repudiated the authority of a remote government a
little more than a decade earlier, many delegates were strongly opposed to accepting sub-
ordination to a new one. Many, too, feared that the new national charter would funda-
mentally alter the political balance of power to their disadvantage. Among the leading
Antifederalists (as they were unfairly dubbed) was Governor George Clinton of New
York, who wrote several letters under the pseudonym Cato attacking the proposal as dan-
gerous to the liberties of the people. In the following letter he set forth one of the
strongest arguments against the proposed new federal government, one that James Madi-

son felt necessary to address in his famous essay The Federalist, No. 10 (Document 7-6).

Source: Morton Borden, ed., The Antifederalist Papers (East Lansing: Michigan State University Press,

1965), 36-39.

... The recital, or premises on which the new form of gov-
ernment is erected, declares a consolidation or union of all
the thirteen parts, or states, into one great whole, under the
form of the United States, for all the various and important
purposes therein set forth. But whoever seriously considers
the immense extent of territory comprehended within the
limits of the United States, together with the variety of its cli-
mates, productions, and commerce, the difference of extent,
and number of inhabitants in all; the dissimilitude of inter-
est, morals, and politics, in almost every one, will receive it
as an intuitive truth, that a consolidated republican form of
government therein, can never form a perfect union, establish
justice, insure domestic tranquility, promote the general wel-
fare, and secure the blessings of liberty to you and your poster-
ity, for to these objects it must be directed. This unkindred
legislature therefore, composed of interests opposite and
dissimilar in their nature, will in its exercise, emphatically be
like a house divided against itself.

The governments of Europe have taken their limits
and form from adventitious circumstances, and nothing
can be argued on the motive of agreement from them; but

these adventitious political principles have nevertheless
produced effects that have attracted the attention of phi-
losophy, which have established axioms in the science of
politics therefrom, as irrefragable as any in Euclid. It is nat-
ural, says Montesquieu, to a republic to have only a small
territory, otherwise it cannot long subsist: in a large one, there
are men of large fortunes, and consequently of less modera-
tion; there are too great deposits to trust in the hands of a sin-
gle subject; an ambitious person soon becomes sensible that
he may be happy, great, and glorious by oppressing his fellow
citizens, and that he might raise himself to grandeur, on the
ruins of his country. In large republics, the public good is sac-
rificed to a thousand views; in a small one, the interest of the
public is easily perceived, better understood, and more within
the reach of every citizen; abuses have a less extent, and of
course are less protected. He also shows you, that the dura-
tion of the republic of Sparta was owing to its having con-
tinued with the same extent of territory after all its wars;
and that the ambition of Athens and Lacedemon to com-
mand and direct the union, lost them their liberties, and
gave them a monarchy.
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From this picture, what can you promise yourselves, on
the score of consolidation of the United States into one gov-
ernment? Impracticability in the just exercise of it, your free-
dom insecure, even this form of government limited in its
continuance, the employments of your country disposed of
to the opulent, to whose contumely you will continually be
an object. You must risk much, by indispensably placing
trusts of the greatest magnitude, into the hands of individu-
als whose ambition for power, and aggrandizement, will op-
press and grind you. Where, from the vast extent of your ter-
ritory, and the complication of interests, the science of
government will become intricate and perplexed, and too
mysterious for you to understand and observe; and by which
you are to be conducted into a monarchy, either limited or
despotic; the latter, Mr. Locke remarks, is a government de-
rived from neither nature nor compact.

Political liberty, the great Montesquieu again observes,
consists in security, or at least in the opinion we have of secu-
rity; and this security, therefore, or the opinion, is best ob-
tained in moderate governments, where the mildness of the
laws, and the equality of the manners, beget a confidence in
the people, which produces this security, or the opinion.
This moderation in governments depends in a great measure
on their limits, connected with their political distribution.

The extent of many of the states of the Union, is at this
time almost too great for the superintendence of a republi-
can form of government, and must one day or other revolve
into more vigorous ones, or by separation be reduced into
smaller and more useful, as well as moderate ones. You have
already observed the feeble efforts of Massachusetts against
their insurgents; with what difficulty did they quell that in-
surrection; and is not the province of Maine at this moment
on the eve of separation from her? The reason of these things
is, that for the security of the property of the community—in
which expressive term Mr. Locke makes life, liberty, and es-
tate, to consist—the wheels of a republic are necessarily slow
in their operation. Hence, in large free republics, the evil
sometimes is not only begun, but almost completed, before
they are in a situation to turn the current into a contrary
progression. The extremes are also too remote from the
usual seat of government, and the laws, therefore, too feeble
to afford protection to all its parts, and insure domestic tran-
quility without the aid of another principle. If, therefore, this
state [New York], and that of North Carolina, had an army
under their control, they never would have lost Vermont,
and Frankland, nor the state of Massachusetts suffered an
insurrection, or the dismemberment of her fairest district;
but the exercise of a principle which would have prevented
these things, if we may believe the experience of ages, would
have ended in the destruction of their liberties.

Will this consolidated republic, if established, in its ex-
ercise beget such confidence and compliance, among the cit-
izens of these states, as to do without the aid of a standing
army? I deny that it will. The malcontents in each state, who
will not be a few, nor the least important, will be exciting

factions against it. The fear of a dismemberment of some of
its parts, and the necessity to enforce the execution of rev-
enue laws (a fruitful source of oppression) on the extremes
and in the other districts of the government, will inciden-
tally and necessarily require a permanent force, to be kept on
foot. Will not political security, and even the opinion of it,
be extinguished? Can mildness and moderation exist in a
government where the primary incident in its exercise must
be force? Will not violence destroy confidence, and can
equality subsist where the extent, policy, and practice of
it will naturally lead to make odious distinctions among
citizens?

The people who may compose this national legislature
from the southern states, in which, from the mildness of the
climate, the fertility of the soil, and the value of its produc-
tions, wealth is rapidly acquired, and where the same causes
naturally lead to luxury, dissipation, and a passion for aris-
tocratic distinction; where slavery is encouraged, and liberty
of course less respected and protected; who know not what it
is to acquire property by their own toil, nor to econormize
with the savings of industry—will these men, therefore, be
as tenacious of the liberties and interests of the more north-
ern states, where freedom, independence, industry, equality
and frugality are natural to the climate and soil, as men who
are your own citizens, legislating in your own state, under
your inspection, and whose manners and fortunes bear a
more equal resemblance to your own?

It may be suggested, in answer to this, that whoever is 2
citizen of one state is a citizen of each, and that therefore he
will be as interested in the happiness and interest of all, as
the one he is delegated from. But the argument is fallacious,
and, whoever has attended to the history of mankind, and
the principles which bind them together as parents, citizens,
or men, will readily perceive it. These principles are, in their
exercise, like a pebble cast on the calm surface of a river—the
circles begin in the center, and are small, active and forcible,
but as they depart from that point, they lose their force, and
vanish into calmness.

The strongest principle of union resides within our do-
mestic walls. The ties of the parent exceed that of any other.
As we depart from home, the next general principle of union
is amongst citizens of the same state, where acquaintance,
habits, and fortunes, nourish affection, and attachment. En-
large the circle still further, and, as citizens of different states,
though we acknowledge the same national denomination,
we lose in the ties of acquaintance, habits, and fortunes, and
thus by degrees we lessen in our attachments, till, at length,
we no more than acknowledge a sameness of species. Is it,
therefore, from certainty like this, reasonable to believe, that
inhabitants of Georgia, or New Hampshire, will have the
same obligations towards you as your own, and preside over
your lives, liberties, and property, with the same care and at-
tachment? Intuitive reason answers in the negative. . ..
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Questions

1. Why did George Clinton believe that the new federal Constitution was unworkable
and that it would be unable to secure its stated ends?

2. Politicians of this era sought to legitimize their positions by citing the authority of
eminent political philosophers. Which authorities does Clinton use to this end?

3. What is Clinton’s greatest fear about the course of the American experiment in self-
government? What is the primary lesson he draws from Shays’s Rebellion? What
lessons does he draw from history in general?

4, How does Clinton believe that regional differences will impede the ability of the fed-
eral government to function? Based on your general knowledge of U.S. history, how
accurate was Clinton in his predictions?

7-6  The Federalist, No. 10 (1787)

James Madison

As Document 7-5 demonstrates, advocates of the proposed federal Constitution faced a
difficult task, especially in obtaining the ratification of the crucial state of New York. In an
effort to respond to Antifederalists such as George Clinton, three Federalists—]James
Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John Jay—wrote a series of essays in late 1787 and
early 1788 explaining the reasoning behind the charter. While most historians generally
agree that these essays, now collectively known as The Federalist, probably did not play a
major role in convincing New Yorkers to accept the Constitution, scholars and jurists
generally consider them indispensable to understanding the thinking of the men who
framed it. The most famous of these essays, No. 10, was written by Madison in response
to Clinton’s argument and is widely regarded as the most insightful analysis of the nature

of the American political system ever written. The essay is reprinted here in its entirety.

Source: New-York Daily Advertiser, 22 November 1787.

TO THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW-YORK.

Among the numerous advantages promised by a well con-
structed Union, none deserves to be more accurately devel-
oped than its tendency to break and control the violence of
faction. The friend of popular governments, never finds
himself so much alarmed for their character and fate, as
when he contemplates their propensity to this dangerous
vice. He will not fail therefore to set a due value on any plan
which, without violating the principles to which he is at-
tached, provides a proper cure for it. The instability, injus-
tice and confusion introduced into the public councils, have
in truth been the mortal diseases under which popular gov-
ernments have every where perished; as they continue to be
the favorite and fruitful topics from which the adversaries
to liberty derive their most specious declamations. The
valuable improvements made by the American Constitu-
tions on the popular models, both ancient and modern,
cannot certainly be too much admired; but it would be an
unwarrantable partiality, to contend that they have as effec-
tually obviated the danger on this side as was wished and

expected. Complaints are every where heard from our most
considerate and virtuous citizens, equally the friends of
public and private faith, and of public and personal liberty;
that our governments are too unstable; that the public good
is disregarded in the conflicts of rival parties; and that mea-
sures are too often decided, not according to the rules of
justice, and the rights of the minor party; but by the supe-
rior force of an interested and over-bearing majority. How-
ever anxiously we may wish that these complaints had no
foundation, the evidence of known facts will not permit us
to deny that they are in some degree true. It will be found
indeed, on a candid review of our situation, that some of
the distresses under which we labor, have been erroneously
charged on the operation of our governments; but it will be
found, at the same time, that other causes will not alone ac-
count for many of our heaviest misfortunes; and particu-
larly, for that prevailing and increasing distrust of public
engagements, and alarm for private rights, which are
echoed from one end of the continent to the other. These
must be chiefly, if not wholly, effects of the unsteadiness"
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and in justice, with which a factious spirit has tainted our
public administration.

By a faction I understand a number of citizens, whether
amounting to a majority or minority of the whole, who are
united and actuated by some common impulse of passion,
or of interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the
permanent and aggregate interests of the community.

There are two methods of curing the mischiefs of fac-
tion: the one, by removing its causes; the other, by control-
ing its effects.

There are again two methods of removing the causes of
faction: the one by destroying the liberty which is essential
to its existence; the other, by giving to every citizen the same
opinions, the same passions, and the same interests.

1t could never be more truly said than of the first rem-
edy, that it is worse than the disease. Liberty is to faction,
what air is to fire, an aliment without which it instantly ex-
pires. But it could not be a less folly to abolish liberty, which
is essential to political life, because it nourishes faction, than
it would be to wish the annihilation of air, which is essential
to animal life, because it imparts to fire its destructive
agency.

The second expedient is as impracticable, as the first
would be unwise. As long as the reason of man continues fal-
lible, and he is at liberty to exercise it, different opinions will
be formed. As long as the connection subsists between his
reason and his self-love, his opinions and his passions will
have a reciprocal influence on each other; and the former
will be objects to which the latter will attach themselves. The
diversity in the faculties of men from which the rights of
property originate, is not less an insuperable obstacle to a
uniformity of interests. The protection of these faculties is
the first object of Government. From the protection of dif-
ferent and unequal faculties of acquiring property, the pos-
session of different degrees and kinds of property immedi-
ately results: and from the influence of these on the
sentiments and views of the respective proprietors, ensues a
division of the society into different interests and parties.

The latent causes of faction are thus sown in the nature
of man; and we see them every where brought into different
degrees of activity, according to the different circumstances
of civil society. A zeal for different opinions concerning reli-
gion, concerning Government, and many other points, as
well of speculation as of practice; an attachment to different
leaders ambitiously contending for pre-eminence and
power; or to persons of other descriptions whose fortunes
have been interesting to the human passions, have in turn
divided mankind into parties, inflamed them with mutual
animosity, and rendered them much more disposed to vex
and oppress each other, than to co-operate for their com-
mon good. So strong is this propensity of mankind to fall
Into mutual animosities, that where no substantial occasion
Presents itself, the most frivolous and fanciful distinctions
have been sufficient to kindle their unfriendly passions, and
excite their most violent conflicts. But the most common
and durable source of factions, has been the various and un-

equal distribution of property. Those who hold, and those
who are without property, have ever formed distinct inter-
ests in society. Those who are creditors, and those who are
debtors, fall under a like discrimination. A landed interest, a
manufacturing interest, a mercantile interest, a monied in-
terest, with many lesser interests, grow up of necessity in
civilized nations, and divide them into different classes, ac-
tuated by different sentiments and views. The regulation of
these various and interfering interests forms the principal
task of modern Legislation, and involves the spirit of party
and faction in the necessary and ordinary operations of
Government.

No man is allowed to be a judge in his own cause; be-
cause his interest would certainly bias his judgment, and,
not improbably, corrupt his integrity. With equal, nay with
greater reason, a body of men, are unfit to be both judges
and parties, at the same time; yet, what are many of the most
important acts of legislation, but so many judicial determi-
nations, not indeed concerning the rights of single persons,
but concerning the rights of large bodies of citizens; and
what are the different classes of legislators, but advocates and
parties to the causes which they determine? Is a law pro-
posed concerning private debts? It is a question to which the
creditors are parties on one side, and the debtors on the
other. Justice ought to hold the balance between them. Yet
the parties are and must be themselves the judges; and the
most numerous party, or, in other words, the most powerful
faction must be expected to prevail. Shall domestic manu-
factures be encouraged, and in what degree, by restrictions
on foreign manufactures? are questions which would be dif-
ferently decided by the landed and the manufacturing
classes; and probably by neither, with a sole regard to justice
and the public good. The apportionment of taxes on the
various descriptions of property, is an act which seems to re-
quire the most exact impartiality; yet there is perhaps no leg-
islative act in which greater opportunity and temptation are
given to a predominant party, to trample on the rules of jus-
tice. Every shilling with which they over-burden the inferior
number, is a shilling saved to their own pockets.

It is in vain to say, that enlightened statesmen will be
able to adjust these clashing interests, and render them all
subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will
not always be at the helm: Nor, in many cases, can such an
adjustment be made at all, without taking into view indirect
and remote considerations, which will rarely prevail over the
immediate interest which one party may find in disregarding
the rights of another, or the good of the whole.

The inference to which we are brought, is, that the
causes of faction cannot be removed; and that relief is only to
be sought in the means of controling its effects.

If a faction consists of less than a majority, relief is sup-
plied by the republican principle, which enables the majority
to defeat its sinister views by regular vote: It may clog the ad-
ministration, it may convulse the society; but it will be un-
able to execute and mask its violence under the forms of
the Constitution. When a majority is included in a faction,
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the form of popular government on the other hand enables
it to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest, both the public
good and the rights of other citizens. To secure the pub-
lic good, and private rights, against the danger of such a fac-
tion, and at the same time to preserve the spirit and the form
of popular government, is then the great object to which our
enquiries are directed: Let me add that it is the great desider-
atum, by which alone this form of government can be res-
cued from the opprobrium under which it has so long la-
bored, and be recommended to the esteem and adoption of
mankind.

By what means is this object attainable? Evidently by one
of two only. Either the existence of the same passion or inter-
est in a majority at the same time, must be prevented; or the
majority, having such co-existent passion or interest, must be
rendered, by their number and local situation, unable to con-
cert and carry into effect schemes of oppression. If the im-
pulse and the opportunity be suffered to coincide, we well
know that neither moral nor religious motives can be relied
on as an adequate control. They are not found to be such on
the injustice and violence of individuals, and lose their effi-
cacy in proportion to the number combined together; that is,
in proportion as their efficacy becomes needful.

From this view of the subject, it may be concluded, that
a pure Democracy, by which I mean, a Society, consisting
of a small number of citizens, who assemble and administer
the Government in person, can admit of no cure for the
mischiefs of faction. A common passion or interest will, in
almost every case, be felt by a majority of the whole; a com-
munication and concert results from the form of Govern-
ment itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements to
sacrifice the weaker party, or an obnoxious individual.
Hence it is, that such Democracies have ever been spectacles
of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incom-
patible with personal security, or the rights of property; and
have in general been as short in their lives, as they have been
violent in their deaths. Theoretic politicians, who have pa-
tronized this species of Government, have erroneously sup-
posed, that by reducing mankind to a perfect equality in
their political rights, they would, at the same time, be per-
fectly equalized and as sirnilated in their possessions, their
opinions, and their passions.

A Republic, by which I mean a Government in which
the scheme of representation takes place, opens a different
prospect, and promises the cure for which we are seeking.
Let us examine the points in which it varies from pure
Democracy, and we shall comprehend both the nature of the
cure, and the efficacy which it must derive from the Union.

The two great points of difference between a Democ-
racy and a Republic are, first, the delegation of the Govern-
ment, in the latter, to a small number of citizens elected by
the rest: secondly, the greater number of citizens, and greater
sphere of country, over which the latter may be extended.

The effect of the first difference is, on the one hand to
refine and enlarge the public views, by passing them through
the medium of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom

may best discern the true interest of their country, gpq
whose patriotism and love of justice, will be least likely 1o
sacrifice it to temporary or partial considerations. Unde;

such a regulation, it may well happen that the public vojce

pronounced by the representatives of the people, will

more consonant to the public good, than if pronounced by

the people themselves convened for the purpose. On the

other hand, the effect may be inverted. Men of factious tery-

pers, of local prejudices, or of sinister designs, may by in-

trigue, by corruption or by other means, first obtain the suf.

frages, and then betray the interests of the people. The

question resulting is, whether small or extensive Republics

are most favorable to the election of proper guardians of the

public weal; and it is clearly decided in favor of the latter by
two obvious considerations.

In the first place it is to be remarked that however small
the Republic may be, the Representatives must be raised to a
certain number, in order to guard against the cabals of a few;
and that however large it may be, they must be limited to a
certain number, in order to guard against the confusion of a
multitude. Hence the number of Representatives in the two
cases, not being in proportion to that of the Constituents,
and being proportionally greatest in the small Republic, it
follows, that if the proportion of fit characters, be not less, in
the large than in the small Republic, the former will present
a greater option, and consequently a greater probability of a
fit choice.

In the next place, as each Representative will be chosen
by a greater number of citizens in the large than in the small
Republic, it will be more difficult for unworthy candidates to
practise with success the vicious arts, by which elections are
too often carried; and the suffrages of the people being more
free, will be more likely to centre on men who possess the
most attractive merit, and the most diffusive and established
characters.

It must be confessed, that in this, as in most other cases,
there is a mean, on both sides of which inconveniencies will
be found to lie. By enlarging too much the number of elec-
tors, you render the representative too little acquainted with
all their local circumstances and lesser interests; as by reduc-
ing it too much, you render him unduly attached to these,
and too little fit to comprehend and pursue great and na-
tional objects. The Federal Constitution forms a happy com-
bination in this respect; the great and aggregate interests
being referred to the national, the local and particular, to the
state legislatures.

The other point of difference is, the greater number of
citizens and extent of territory which may be brought within
the compass of Republican, than of Democratic Govern-
ment; and it is this circumstance principally which renders
factious combinations less to be dreaded in the former, than
in the latter. The smaller the society, the fewer probably will
be the distinct parties and interests composing 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
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smaller the compass within which they are placed, the more
easily will they concert and execute their plans of oppres-
sion. Extend the sphere, and you take in a greater variety of
parties and interests; you make it less probable that a major-
ity of the whole will have a common motive to invade the
rights of other citizens; or if such a common motive exists, it
will be more difficult for all who feel it to discover their own
strength, and to act in unison with each other. Besides other
impediments, it may be remarked, that where there is a con-
sciousness of unjust or dishonorable purposes, communica-
tion is always checked by distrust, in proportion to the
number whose concurrence is necessary.

Hence it clearly appears, that the same advantage, which
a Republic has over a Democracy, in controling the effects of
faction, is enjoyed by a large over a small Republic—is en-
joyed by the Union over the States composing it. Does this
advantage consist in the substitution of Representatives,
whose enlightened views and virtuous sentiments render
them superior to local prejudices, and to schemes of injus-
tice? It will not be denied, that the Representation of the
Union will be most likely to possess these requisite endow-
ments. Does it consist in the greater security afforded by a
greater variety of parties, against the event of any one party
being able to outnumber and oppress the rest? In an equal

degree does the encreased variety of parties, comprised
within the Union, encrease this security. Does it, in fine,
consist in the greater obstacles opposed to the concert and
accomplishment of the secret wishes of an unjust and inter-
ested majority? Here, again, the extent of the Union gives it
the most palpable advantage.

The influence of factious leaders may kindle a flame
within their particular States, but will be unable to spread a
general conflagration through the other States: a religious
sect, may degenerate into a political faction in a part of the
Confederacy; but the variety of sects dispersed over the en-
tire face of it, must secure the national Councils against any
danger from that source: a rage for paper money, for an abo-
lition of debts, for an equal division of property, or for any
other improper or wicked project, will be less apt to pervade
the whole body of the Union, than a particular member of it;
in the same proportion as such a malady is more likely to
taint a particular county or district, than an entire State,

In the extent and proper structure of the Union, there-
fore, we behold a Republican remedy for the diseases most
incident to Republican Government. And according to the
degree of pleasure and pride, we feel in being Republicans,
ought to be our zeal in cherishing the spirit, and supporting
the character of Federalists.

Questions

1. According to Madison, what causes factions to develop?

2. According to Madison, why are factions dangerous?

3. Given his assessment of how factions develop, can Madison be called an economic
determinist? Why or why not?

4. Ifone believes in a democratic-style republic, why, according to Madison, is it logical
to want to have a physically large nation? Do you agree or disagree? Why?

5. On the basis of The Federalist, No. 10, would you describe Madison as a democrat?

Why or why not?

Questions for Further Thought

1. Can you identify points of consensus between the Federalist (Document 7-6) and
Antifederalist (Document 7-5) positions? What did men like James Madison and
George Clinton understand the ends of government to be, and what arguments did

they put forth?

[S4

After the ratification of the Constitution and the quick passage of the Bill of Rights,

public opposition to the new government of the United States virtually disappeared.
Given the heated nature of the ratification debates, how can we explain this sudden

show of unanimity? Did both the Federalists and Antifederalists get everything that

they wanted? Did the Bill of Rights ameliorate all Antifederalist fears?

3. Given that the U.S. Constitution is still in effect, were Madison’s assumptions in The
Federalist, No. 10, correct (Document 7-6)? Do you think that the U.S, government
has endured because of—or in spite of—the political science of James Madison?




