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PREFACE

Tms book is an essay at a natural history of American po-
litical parties. In it I have attempted to do two things in par-
ticular. First I have sought to ascertain and account for the
social or group composition of each of our major political par-
ties. In the second place I have endeavored to discover the
part played by national political leaders in building these
great group combinations and how they learned and prac-
ticed the art of “group diplomacy.”

The paramount question of every one of these leaders has
had to be: “What motivates the voter in making his decision
how to vote?” The answer is perhaps as complex and varied as
human nature itself. By and large the decision is reached by
non-logical processes. If there is any one determining factor
it is probably the climate of opinion in which the voter has
lived, and this was originally provided for him by his family.
Hence no one need be astonished to learn that three out of
every four voters have the same political affiliations as their
fathers, according to an estimate of Charles E. Merriam.

Economic motivation may then be only indirect, when it is
a factor at all. That is to say, the voter does not seem deliber-
ately to put to himself the question: “What do I get out of
this?” and simply on the basis of the answer to the question
vote one way or another. Economic interests seem rather to
create the ideological atmosphere in which the voter lives
and moves and develops his patterns of political thought and
behavior. This is as true of a luncheon club as of a labor union
or a rural grange. A striking historical example is that of the
Negroes of New York City more than a century ago. As house
slaves they had readily imbibed the ideas of their Federalist
masters before their emancipation, and later as grateful freed-
men they talked Federalist politics and proudly cast Federal-
ist ballots in support of the candidates and policies of “the
rich, the well born and the good” — that is to say, the old rul-
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ing class of the land. Nor need anyone serenely assume that
such naiveté is peculiar to any one group, ethnic or otherwise.

It has now become common knowledge that the men who
made the Constitution did not expect the development of po-
litical parties. They believed, instead, that public policies
would be determined by transitory majorities consisting of
combinations of interests that would agree on a particular so-
lution of a current issue presumably formulated in a statute.
Those who assume that Madison and the fathers of the Consti-
tution generally hoped to prevent the formation of majorities
disregard important passages in Madison’s writings. As will
be shown, he believed that within the narrow confines of a
state a majority might be formed bent upon a radical and so-
cially destructive policy. In a continent-wide union of states,
however, this would not be so likely to happen. “In the ex-
tended republic of the United States,” as Madison expressed
it in the fifteenth number of the Feleralist, “and among the
great variety of interests, parties and sects which it embraces,
a coalition of a majority of the whole society could seldom
take place on any other principles than those of justice and
the general good.” That is to say, the group coherence of a
majority cou%d be obtained only on a moderate policy since
any attempt at a radical one would prove disintegrating in its
effect on the combination. The fathers evidently expected
such an ad hoc combination to dissolve as soon as its purpose
had been consummated. As they conceived it, a succession of
such group combinations would take form from time to time
as new major issues emerged and then dissolve as policies
were agreed upon and executed. Something very like this does
indeed still take place on non-partisan issues, with majority
votes in Congress cutting across party lines in a manner dis-
concerting to the uninitiated who have been indoctrinated
with the conventional mythology of party politics.

Scarcely had the new government under the Constitution
got under way when an utterly unexpected development be-
gan to take place. The combination of groups that had con-
curred in making the Constitution and had managed its ratifi-
cation were in charge of the Federal government established
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according to its prescriptions. Under Hamilton’s leadership
the combination presently put into effect a set of policies so
biased in favor of the commercial and financial interests as to
arouse the opposition of the agrarians of the hinterland. This
very opposition constituted a sharp challenge to the dominant
majority and tended to cement its elements into a permanent
political party; that is to say, it unexpectedly institutionalized
that particular combination. In the face of the militant though
unor%anized opposition the dominant combination dared not
dissolve but persisted in sheer self-defense and thus by a quite
natural social process there emerged the Federalist Party.
The fact that almost from the beginning of the national pe-
riod two major interests, the mercantile-gnancial on the one
hand and independent farming on the other, have contended
for supremacy has undoubtedly provided the basis of our two-
party alignments. A peculiar feature of our Federal system,
however, the popular election of the President, facilitated if
it did not practically compel the regimentation of the major
interest combinations into nation-wide party organizations.
For example, the scattered and unorganized agrarian opposi-
tion to the Federalists presently perceived that they must cap-
ture the “stakes of power” inherent in the presidential office
if they were to make the Federal government serve their in-
terests as it was already serving those of the Federalists. This
required organization and permanency, and under the leader-
ship of Thomas Jefferson, as we shall see, focal points of agree-
ment among the diverse elements of the opposition were dis-
covered for integrating the nation-wide combination that, as
the first Republican Party, captured complete control of the
political branches of the Federal government in 1801.
Jefferson as a veritable pioneer' in American politics set the
pattern of party leadership. No less than Jackson, Lincoln, or
the two Roosevelts, he could lead the people only where they
were willing to go. The hard facts of the history of Farty lead-
ership in the United States play havoc with the Carlylean con-
ception of heroes. More pertinent is the old story of the
French Revolutionary leacfer who, hearing a tumult outside
in the street, exclaimed excitedly to the group in the house
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where he happened to be at the time: “There goes the mob.
I am their leader. I must follow them.”

The great American political chieftains without exception
have had to be astute opportunists free from petrified ideas,
and expediency has accordingly been the key to their party
practices. The political career of Andrew Jackson is not at all
an exception. There is something refreshing in finding “Old
Hickory,” when he had decided to check the internal im-
provement policy, turning to his adviser, Martin Van Buren,
and asking him to select for veto a minor project that would
alienate the fewest voters. The little twenty-mile Maysville
Road Act answered the purpose perfectly. Jackson would
have understood the remark of our professor-politician T. V.
Smith, once Congressman at Large from Illinois, when he
said: “The politician adjusts manually instead of ideologi-
cally. He does something and sees who hollers and then in-
vents a remedy and sees who hollers over the remedy.”

For many a decade party history was interpreted in terms
of ideologies of “loose construction” and “strict construction,”
of “national sovereignty” and “state rights.” Partisans prided
themselves on their devotion to party “principles,” oblivious
of the fact that these were quite often stereotypes — that is,
emotion-evoking, ex post facto rationalizations of group com-
binations that had in some way or other coalesced. The ro-
mantic interpretation of the politics of the post Civil War
period so indoctrinated two generations of Americans that it
became almost sacrilegious to regard the statesmen of an
earlier generation as human beings. The magic spell of par
mythology seems to have been broken largely by Beard’s
presentation of hitherto neglected data revealing a correla-
tion between economics and politics in the making of the Con-
stitution and the establishment of the Federal government.
Against such revelations not even the academicians were
shock-proof and the poignant distress of the laity was imme-
diately epitomized in the curt remark of an ex-President of
the United States on the Economic Interpretation of the Con-
stitution: “The professor seems to have his facts all right but
what did the d— fool mean by publishing them?”
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It remained, as we shall see, for a politician-statesman
turned biographer to give us the outstanding analysis and in-
terpretation in American historical writing of the natural de-
velopment of a great national political leader. There is more
than a touch of tragedy in the torture of soul suffered by Al-
bert J. Beveridge, already within the long shadows and with
premonitions that he might, as he put it in a letter to his wife,
“bump off” before he had finished, facing for the first time the
raw facts he found in the unexplored source material concern-
ing Lincoln. Claude Bowers has related the whole entrancing
story of this painful intellectual adventure in his Beveridge
and the Progressive Era. Here was an erudite man inured to
party politics but reared in the grand Republican tradition of
an apotheosized Lincoln. Now in his middle sixties he waded
diligently through the sources, literally overwhelmed by the
mass of disillusioning facts that blasted his most cherished
convictions. It was distressing to find Lincoln, the Illinois leg-
islator, shifting with every breeze of constituent opinion —
“of all uncertain halting and hesitating conduct, his takes the
prize,” Beveridge confided to Worthington C. Ford; agoniz--
ing to discover Lincoln saying not a word against the Mexican
War during his successful campaign for Congress, even mak-
ing a pro-war speech just before starting for Washington to
take his seat, where he somersaulted and joined the Whig
leaders in their bitter attack on President Polk for provok-
ing the “unjust” war. Strangely enough, however, Beveridge
was to confess to the historian Channing: “I have seen the
same thing myself and possibly have taken part in such per-
formances.” It was even more disconcerting not to find the
“Emancipator” taking a public stand against slavery until
in the fifties, after the anti-slavery sentiment in the North
had begun to be Eronounced. But out of the ordeal of Bev-
eridge emerged that “noble fragment,” the first practically
scientific analysis of the development of a great American
political leader. Carefully examined, Lincoln’s method is
by no means unique, but conforms to the practice of all
the other national leaders, since each in his own day had
to discover the points of agreement, the centripetal ideas,
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that would give cohesive force to a multi-group combination.

Scores of students working in my seminar courses in recent
years have turned up stray bits of pertinent matter that would
otherwise have escaped my attention. I am grateful indeed to
the group of students who undertook to read the two thousand
biographies of the more than ordinary Congressmen scattered
through the twenty volumes of the Dictionary of American
Biography, particularly with a view to ascertaining their meth-
ods in the art of “group diplomacy.” Not so much of specific
fact was discovered as of important generalization, such, for
example, as that many Southern Congressmen after the Civil
War were railroad promoters.

I am especially indebted to Charles A. Beard, who gra-
ciously consented to read this entire work in manuscript. His
scrutinizing eye caught slips of phrasing, fact, and interpreta-
tion, and his penciled marginal questions, comments, and
suggestions facilitated revision. Homer C. Hockett of the Ohio
State University had already given the first nine chapters the
benefit of his incomparable knowledge of the period of our
history treated in that portion of the work and Charles A.
Barrell of Bowling Green State University critically examined
the last six chapters. Demass E. Barnes, assistant to the presi-
dent of Ohio Northern University and a disciple of the late
Frederick Jackson Turner, gave the benefit of his careful read-
ing of the chapters leading to and dealing with the Jacksonian
movement. Subsequent revisions, however, certainly absolve
them from all accountability for remaining errors and I alone
am responsible for matters of interpretation, with many of
which they doubtless would not wholly agree.

I am indebted to my son, Robert G. Binkley, who typed
the manuscript during the latter part of his senior year in col-
lege. Majoring in history, with some training in research, he
proved to be no ordinary typist, but, after the manner of his
generation, occasionally took liberties with his father’s phras-
ing and other matters, to the distinct improvement of the

work. W. E. BINKLEY

Ada, Ohio, June 1943
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CHAPTER 1

THE FEDERALISTS — PROPONENTS OF
THE CONSTITUTION

&

“By giving to every group its rightful claim to consideration the
representative system provides the best means of determining the
interests which are common to all by neutralizing of the interests
peculiar to each. The national interest in actual practice is that
which remains after mutual cancellation by opposing groups of
interests too narrow and particular to be acceptable to a majority
of representatives.” H.W. STokE: The Paradox of Representative
Government.

EVEN to the earliest settlers America seemed to be pre-
eminently a continent to be exploited. This opportunity more
than all other factors combined motivated the migration that
settled the land. Some of the indentured servants who had
purchased passage hither by selling themselves into several
years of servitude went mad when once they recognized the
opportunity for a good living not at once within their grasp.
Peasants fleeing from a Europe where vestigial forms of a
feudal era still %astened land tenure securely in the hands of
the privileged few flocked here to satisfy the ancient land
hunger. Presently common folk were walking proudly across
their very own acres as only fords and ladies had done in the
homeland. Here was a new phenomenon destined in due
course to work one of the miracles of history and transform
the common man into a dynamic factor of p(l;{itical society.
Out of the conquest of the resources of the continent
emerged new social institutions peculiar to America, among
which none is more nearly unique than the interest-group
combinations that constitute our national political parties.
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European political parties are conditioned by such relics of
the medieval era as a titled nobility, a hereditary monarchy,
a professional army, and an established church. Never firmly
rooted here, these anachronisms were eventually almost com-
pletely eradicated by the Fathers, and in or(f;r that there
might be no misunderstanding about it, the faits accomplis
were set down in unmistakable terms in provisions of the
Federal Constitution. The absence of these factors in Ameri-
can society produced striking results. Neither challenged nor
checked by the dead hand of the feudal past, natural re-
sources and other economic factors exerted an enormous dy-
namic influence on the development of American society,
producing here institutions contrasting with those of Europe.
So different, indeed, are American from European political
parties that they may be regarded as a distinct contribution
to human institutions. It is a significant fact that the Feder-
alists, the only American party that ever attempted to main-
tain the British social tradition, proved exotic, were sharply
challenged at once by indigenous American forces, and per-
sisted scarcely more than a dozen years.

Inasmuch as the exploitation of the New World’s resources
was the paramount purpose of the settlers, the land speculator
has played a major role from the earliest generations. The
foresighted and enterprising, if not even unscrupulous, of the
early comers to Virginia busied themselves obtaining titles to
tracts of choice land far beyond their ability to utilize them
and held them for a rise in value. Later comers, unable to pur-
chase at the price demanded, pushed inland toward the foot-
hills and purchased, if they did not “squat” on, less fertile
land, remote from convenient river transportation. Here they
engaged in grain-production, stock-raising, and hunting. In
combination with the streams of settlers migrating southward
from the Pennsylvania hinterland they came in the eighteenth
century to constitute a distinct society in the piedmont.

These inland pioneers, “backwoodsmen” to tie smug coastal
planters, multiplied prolifically while they nursed their ac-
cumulating dgrievances against the older settlers. They were
handicapped by a gross under-representation in the colonial
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assemblies and consequently had shifted upon them an in-
equitable tax burden, despite their poverty and the practical
impossibility of converting the products of their isolated hold-
ings into the specie or tobacco demanded by the despised tax-
gatherer. When, in return for their burdensome taxes, they
sought some protection against Indian raids, the tidewater
colonists, secure from danger behind the buffer of the fron-
tiersmen, were usually deaf to calls for help. The piedmontese
were even chided for having pushed into the wilderness, dis-
turbed the Indians,‘and interfered with the fur-trading inter-
ests of the tidewater planters. The cards seemed always to
be stacked against the hapless frontiersmen, and their con-
sequent frustration induced a fierce resentment incompre-
hensible to the comfortable coastal communities.

In 1676 the embers of frontier discontent burst into the
flames of civil war. Fifteen hundred Virginia “redemptioners”
annually completed their servitude, came into possession of
the fifty acres of land to which they were entitle(f,’ and further
increased the growing democratic element within the prov-
ince. Meanwhile the Royal Governor, Sir William Berkeley,
and his tidewater favorites were reveling in the graft from
special privileges, among which was his monopoly of the In-
dian fur trade. The Burgesses had been elected in the first
flush of the Restoration, and for fourteen years the Governor
had stubbornly prevented the holding of new elections. These
conscienceless legislators voted themselves a princely per
diem, which, with allowances for servant and horse, aggre-
gated two hundred and fifty pounds of tobacco daily, and the
legislature remained almost constantly in session. The per-
sonal greed of Governor and Council imposed other extrava-
gant appropriations upon the colonists, and this tax burden
was moreover assessed on the dead level of an indefensible
poll tax, whether extracted from the richest planter, the poor-
est yeoman, or even a landless man. Furthermore, special ex-
emptions from taxation of privileged wealthy officials remind
one of the ancien régime of pre-Revolutionary France.

When the Indian unrest manifested by King Philip’s War
in New England had spread south and the savages fell upon
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the Virginia frontier families, Governor Berkeley was indif-
ferent to demands for summoning the militia against them,
for that would disturb the lucrative fur-trading monopoly.
Aroused against social injustices almost as much as against
the Indians, the inland democracy turned to Nathaniel Ba-
con, a liberal planter, whose frontier plantation had suffered
from a bloody Indian massacre. When the Governor refused
Bacon a commission to lead a punitive expedition against the
Indians, he acted without one. Denounced by Berkeley for
insubordination, he then turned with his faithful adherents
against the Governor in a rebellion that produced the tempo-

social reforms known as “Bacon’s laws.” But when their
leader suddenly died, the movement collapsed, whereupon
the Governor and his tidewater partisans took savage venge-
ance on the leaders of this earliest stirring of the American
masses.’

In Bacon’s Rebellion we encounter the first severe conflict
of the social forces in which our two-party alignments are
rooted. Like a scarlet thread this controversy between old
and new settlements runs unbroken through two and a half
centuries of political conflict. “From Bacon’s Rebellion to the
LaFollette revolt,” wrote the late Frederick J. Turner, “there
are almost continuous manifestations of sectional contests of
East and West, of the frontier and the older areas.” ?

Since pre-Revolutionary groupings of interests were neces-
sarily provincial in scope, we must seek the genesis of our na-
tional political alignments in the period when continent-wide
movements first took permanent ?orm. So divergent were the
major interests of the colonists that they could never agree on
a continent-wide central control of such paramount common
concerns as the fur trade, thepublic lands, defense against
the Indians or even against such foreign neighbors as the
French and the Spanish. Not until the irksome commercial
regulations of the British ministry had harassed the merchants

1 See Edward Eggleston: “Nathaniel Bacon, The Patriot of 1676,” Cen-
tury Magazine, Vol. XL (1890), pp. 418-35.

2 Sections in American History, p. 196; see also H. C. Hockett: Western

Influence on Political Parties to 1825, p. 9; V. F. Calverton: ‘The Awakening
of America, pp. 226 ff.
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almost to distraction were the incompatible interest groups
of the colonists combined into the improvised association that
took up arms to force redress of grievances after polite pe-
titioning had proved fruitless.

When the revenue act of 1764 sought to convert a hitherto
frankly regulatory tax into a rigidly enforced revenue-pro-
ducer, the time-honored practice of smuggling was threat-
ened with extinction. The alarming character of this new de-
parture of the ministry lay in the fact that it would end the
illicit traffic with the French and Spanish Indies, the only
colonial commerce with a cash balance wherewith to redress
the unfavorable balance with the mother country. When,
however, the hard-pressed merchants either prompted or per-
mitted Sam Adams to rally the working men of Boston and
dump the tea into the harbor, they unwittingly stirred the
unenfranchised and hitherto inarticulate masses to self-expres-
sion and the challenge of the ruling class. Thus were they re-
leasing the genie that no incantation since has quite sufficed
to reconfine. Indeed, less than nine months after Lexington,
Tom Paine, a radical patriot pamphleteer, in the clarion call
of his Common Sense had executed the most astounding
single stroke of propaganda in American history. Deeply
moved, the masses demanded independence and, to the con-
sternation of the ruling classes, they suddenly converted the
Revolution into a popular mass movement. It then fell to the
lot of Thomas Jefferson in the glowing phrases of the Declara-
tion of Independence to express the philosophic faith of the
elements of American society that were to rally around him
a generation later in the first Republican Party.

Beard has written that the Revolutionary soldier might
have said: “We are fighting for the plantation owners of the
South, the merchants and landed gentry of the North and the
free farmers everywhere.” Incomplete as is this enumeration
of interests, even it contains incompatible elements. Indeed,
the patriots were held together in the unstable union of the
Continental Congress and the Articles of Confederation only
so long as hostilities lasted. Even before the last British soldier
had embarked for home, the disintegration of the Revolution-
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ary bloc of interests had set in. The various business interests,
despite lack of cohesion among themselves, were already at

ips again with the discontented agrarian debtors. Among
these latter the hundreds of thousands of grain-growing yeo-
manry were jealous of the landed gentry, and the frontiersmen
had resumed their century-old feud with the tidewater plant-
ers. Nor was unity to be tound even among these proud aris-
tocrats of the salt-water plantations. A sharp difference as to
the propriety of the African slave trade had sprung up be-
tween the tobacco-planters of Virginia, eager to dispose of
their surplus slaves, and the rice-growers of the deep South,
accustomed to losk to the African slavers for replenishing
their labor supply.

“Happy Days Are Here Again” might have been sung as
lustily by patriots in 1781, when couriers raced lathered steeds
into every American community shouting: “Cornwallis has
surrendered,” as it was actually chorused a century and a half
later in the lyric written to celebrate the Armistice of 1918.
Nor was the subsequent disillusionment in the latter case one
whit more poignant than in the former. At first aiming only
at redress of grievances, in the end independence instead had
been achieved. Now, it was naively assumed, Americans
would be perfectly free to order their economic and political
society as one great happy family. Our history has produced
no finer demonstration of the vanity of human hopes and as-
pirations than the bitter post-war disillusionment of the Amer-
ican Revolutionary era. John Fiske called it the “Critical Pe-
riod,” and the appellation has stuck.

To understang the disappointment of Americans in the
1780’s it is necessary to recall that the colonists had sought
at first merely to compel the ministry to relax certain irksome
trade restrictions. They had been enjoying very substantial
advantages and positive benefits within the Empire. Radical
elements, however, had insisted upon independence, and its
realization in 1781 suddenly confronted Americans with the
substantial disadvantages of exclusion from the Empire.

Before the Revolution New England had benefited enor-
mously by the legal requirement that Imperial commerce be
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borne in “English” vessels, which term included colonial
ships. So greatly did this stimulate colonial shipbuilding that
British shipping felt its keen competition. The surplus sons
of the rocky New England farms poured a steady stream of
sailors into the service of the colonial merchant marine, while
the towns provided the capital and the captains and pocketed
the profits from the sea. But after the Revolution the New
EngEmders, who had formerly traded freely with the British
West Indies, found themselves excluded as foreigners by the
very system of Imperial trade regulations from which they
had triumphantly freed themselves. New England fishermen
suddenly found themselves shut out from the British West
Indies market at the same time that they had lost the royal
bounties on their product.

At the very time when Americans lost Imperial trading
privileges English merchants benefited by the utter confusion
of trade policies of the thirteen independent states. The same
commercial anarchy that permitted these foreign merchants
to dump their commodities on the American markets afforded
English shipowners a freedom from the competition of Amer-
ican shipping undreamed of in the old Imperial system. “In
the harbor of New York,” reported the Connecticut Courant
of November 12, 1787, “there are now 60 ships of which 55
are British. The products of South Carolina are shipped in
170 ships of which 150 are British.”

The Congress under the Articles of Confederation had no
power to regulate commerce by means of statutes or taxation,
but could make trade treaties. But since the Congress pos-
sessed no coercive power to compel the obedience of private
persons and lacked the prestige to obtain the voluntary co-
operation of the states, its treaties promptly became a dead
letter. Accordingly when John Adams, our diplomatic repre-
sentative in England, broached the subject of a commercial
treaty, the ministry parried by asking wﬂnether he sought one
or thirteen treaties. What assurance could he give that a
treaty with Congress would be enforced? Adams could give
none.

It was exasperating to American handicraftsmen, in their
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homes or in the manufacturing shops that had sprung up to
supply the demand during the war, to see British vessels
dumping the contents of bulging British warehouses on the
American market to be auctioned off for whatever they would
bring. Virginia planters who had formerly enjoyed a statutory
monopoly in supplying the British tobacco market now found
their erstwhile guaranteed customers purchasing elsewhere.
The rice- and indigo-planters of Georgia and the Carolinas
sadly missed the royal bounties formerly paid for their prod-
ucts, as did also those who had suppliec}) the Imperial fleet
with ship timber and naval stores.

In the midst of this flood of misfortunes and indeed as an
integral part of it there had descended upon the land a post-
war business depression. Except in the limited theater of ac-
tual hostilities the latter years of the war had witnessed a
feverish prosperity. The rapid depreciation of Continental
currency in its brief and fantastic career had been extremely
inflationary, shooting prices up to astronomical heights. Even
the gold spent by the British army for supplies, and later by
the érge French expeditionary force that aided the patriots,
maintained satisfactory specie prices and produced an era of
“good times.”

When, however, the Continental currency had run its mad
course; when the British and French armies had departed and
consequently ceased to purchase further supplies in America;
when the flood of British imports dumped here had practi-
cally drained the country of specie, then prices struck bottom
and the depression was at hand. As always, however, debts
were not deflated, but remained to plague and drive to dis-
traction those who had contracted them at inflation prices.
Presently creditors everywhere were taking alarm at the stri-
dent demands of agrarian debtors for state issues of paper
money, as if the disastrous experience with the Continental
currency had left that lesson still unlearned. Nor was the peril
a mere figment of the imagination when it became possible
legally to extinguish a substantial debt with a wad of practi-
cally worthless paper money. When the Rhode Island legis-
lature provided severe penalties for refusal to accept their
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issues of legal tender in payment of debts, creditors literally
fled to the country and went into hiding. “For two or three
years,” wrote President John Witherspoon of Princeton, “we
constantly saw and were informed of creditors running awa
from their debtors, and debtors pursuing them in triumpi;
and paying them without mercy.”

When the depression had reached its trough in the middle
eighties, the interest groups destined, in due time, to consti-
tute the Federalist combination were all present on the Amer-
ican scene though even the most clairvoyant contemporary
could scarcely have foreseen then the potential communi
of interest among them and the course of events that would
ultimately bring them together in concerted action. Gradu-
ally, however, there began to develop the belief among these
interests that sooner or later there must be established some-
how a central authority utterly different from the impotent
Congress of the Articles of Confederation, one that could re-
store the more integrated economic life once assured by the
authority of the British Crown.

Here was an idea peculiarly acceptable on sentimental
grounds to that very considerable Tory element in America
that had weathered the Revolution, since only a minor frac-
tion of the Loyalists had emigrated. There is competent au-
thority for the conclusion that the Constitution could never
have been established without “the active and steady coop-
eration of all that was left in America of attachment to tﬁ)e
mother country.”® So large an element did these Loyalists
contribute to the personnel of the Federalist Party when it
took form that the opposition, after the fashion of party propa-
gandists even in our own day, sought to fasten the odious
epithet “Tory” on the party a% a whole. .

But it was no sentimental consideration that impelled
the fishing, shipping, and commercial interests to perceive
promptly the advantage of a central government able to re-
solve the prevailing economic confusion through commercial
treaties and statutes regulating trade. Even the Southern
planters, producers of great export staples, were helpless

8 Charles Francis Adams (editor): The Works of John Adams, 1, 441.
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without such a government. Speculators in western lands
wanted a government competent to create armies capable of
bringing the Indians to terms and rendering their western
holdings salable to prospective settlers. To the officers of the
Revolution, organized in the secret Order of the Cincinnati,
the five years’ extra pay voted by the Congress of the Confed-
eration might become something more than just a gesture of
goodwill if only there could be established a new government
vitalized by taxing power, sound credit, and the ability to
convert paper promises into ready cash. Indeed, holders of
every type of 1I—iaper claims against the government of the
Confederation helped swell the tide of discussion of some plan
for investing the central government with adequate power to
promote their purposes.

No one can know how long the momentous issue might
have remained unresolved had not the “desperate debtors”
(Hamilton’s expression, used in the sixth artic?e of the Feder-
alist) in Massachusetts, under the leadership of Captain
Daniel Shays in the autumn of 1786, sought relief from their
intolerable burdens through direct action. Many a Revolu-
tionary veteran had returned from his campaigns only to find
his family in the clutches of a stay-at-home, mortgage-shaving
profiteer waiting to have him cast into prison for debt. The
cutting off of the West Indies trade had knocked the bottom
out of Massachusetts farm prices. Moreover the Massachu-
setts Constitution of 1780, through property qualifications
both for voters and for members of the legislature and through
an apportionment of representation based upon taxes paid,
had securely entrenched property in the state Senate. Not
only were the agrarians under-represented, but their natural
allies, the workers of the cities, Because of property qualifica-
tions, were unenfranchised. Thus enthroned, the dominant
interests proceeded to exact their pound of flesh. Not content
with piling land taxes on debt-impoverished farmers, they
superimposed a vicious poll tax that alone provided forty per
cent of the state’s revenues. Pathetic petitions came from
farmers’ meetings, protesting that in “the state and county
taxes, town and class taxes, the amount is equal to what our
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farms will rent for” and “many of our good inhabitants are
now confined in gaol for debt and for taxes”; but all protests
went unheeded by Governor and legislature.*

As the Massachusetts farmer saw his cattle driven away by
the grasping money-lender, and the sheriff ready to sell for a
song the ancestral homestead of sacred memory at the behest
of the forecloser of mortgages or the inflexible tax-gatherer,
as there loomed just ahead the dread prospect of a debtors’
prison, a chamber of horrors in comparison with a present-day
jail, his fury broke loose against the personal agents of his
persecution, the courts and the lawyers, “who have been more
damage to the people at large than the common savage beasts
of prey.” * Revolutionary Captain Daniel Shays reluctantly as-
sumed leadership of the aroused farmers who were demand-
ing abolition of that citadel of wealth, the state Senate, re-
moval of the capital inland, away from aristocratic Boston,
and the sale of state lands in Maine, then a part of Massachu-
setts, in order to reduce the burden of taxation. Nor were
they less eager than debtors elsewhere for legal-tender issues
of paper money.

With characteristic directness the rebels began breaking up
sessions of the courts in order to prevent judgments against
them. But when the “army” of two thousand malcontents
sought to arm themselves by seizing the Continental arsenal
at Springfield, the alarm among the dominant interests spread
quickly from Maine to Georgia. General Lincoln wrung suffi-
cient funds from frightened Boston merchants to set the
militia of eastern Massachusetts marching. Pursued by cav-
alry and mounted college boys with hunting suits and horns

‘as if on a lark, the hapless and practically unarmed farmers
were dispersed and then tracked down like wild game in the
winter snows. Then, when the uprising had been suppressed,
the legislature enacted many of the reforms demanded by the
rebels.

As in a flash of lightning Shays’s Rebellion revealed to the

4 See S. E. Morison and H. S. Commager: The Growth of the American
Republic (1937), 1, 159, 160.

5 Quoted by H. C. Hockett: The Constitutional History of the United
States, 1776-1826, p. 170.
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ruling classes everywhere the existence of an element of dis-
content and potential violence, extending throughout the
thirteen states. “What if the potential were to become the ac-
tual?” was the dread query that at once began to haunt the
men of property. The near panic provided precisely the cata-
lytic element to accelerate the combination of groups that, in
due time, made the new Constitution. In 1785 Maryland and
Virginia had been perplexed over problems of navigation
rights in the Potomac River and Chesapeake Bay and had
sent commissioners to confer on the matter at Mount Vernon.
A later attempt to get together representatives of all the states
at Annapolis for deliberation on problems of interstate com-
merce had brought together delegates from only five states.
But here was laid the plan for the convention to “revise” the
Articles of Confederation at Philadelphia in the summer of
1787. Posterity ought to thank Daniel Shays for the deeply
concerned and quite determined group of delegates that con-
stituted the roll of the convention.

There sat in the midst of the members when they convened
one whose contributions to their deliberations and handiwork
was to earn him the merited title of the “Father of the Con-
stitution.” James Madison had come to the Philadelphia Con-
vention informed as no other delegate on the experience of
the human race with governments from the city states of the
ancient world to the nations of his own day. The reflections
of political philosophers from Plato and Aristotle to such near
contemporaries as Montesquieu and Blackstone were at his
tongue’s tip, objectified by his personal observations of the
practical experience of the governments of the thirteen Amer-
ican states. Out of this erudition he had extracted and synthe-
sized a severely realistic conception of the manner in which
governments function.

While other noted Americans were fulminating against the
moral obliquity of agrarian debtors and considering the means
for suppressing by force all social unrest, Madison with a

netrating insight into the nature of current problems was

iagnosing social maladies and seeking ap})ropriate remedies.
Who today could give a better analysis of the critical condi-
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tions of the 1780’s than did James Madison in his letter to
Jefferson of March 18, 17867 “A continuance of the present
anarchy of our commerce,” he wrote, “will be a continuance
of the unfavorable balance on it, which by draining us of our
metals [specie] furnishes pretexts for the pernicious substitu-
tion of paper money, for indulgences to debtors [moratoria],
for postponement of taxes. In fact most of our political evils
may be traced to our commercial ones, as most of our moral
may be traced to our political.” Time was to confirm the judg-
ment of Madison when half a dozen years later the sun of
prosperity again shone even on the erstwhile rebels of Daniel
Shays enjoying once more the good farm prices of- a Boston
market bustling with the revival of the maritime trade under
the government of the new Constitution.®

How did this architect of the Constitution, the pre-eminent
exponent of its underlying philosophy with respect to per-
tinent interests and parties,” acquire his clairvoyant insight
into the dynamics of political society? First, let us look into
his social background. His home was in the Virginia pied-
mont, that “stronghold of democracy.” ® Inhabited by newer
families from the North and poor whites pushed westward
out of the tidewater, the region contained few slaves. Slavery
was, in fact, despised by these farmers, not because of sym-
pathy for the Negro, but because it was the invidious badge
of planter superiority. While the climate of opinion prevail-
ing here doubtless determined Madison’s social outlook, his
ideology was somewhat conditioned by the fact that he was
the heir apparent of a prosyerous planter family. Had he not
inherited a trace of the “ruling class instincts,” ° his influence
might not have been so pronounced in the deliberations of
the assembly of notables thaf framed the Constitution of the
United States.

Madison’s academic preparation was one of the most fruit-
ful in the records of American statesmanship. Having com-
pleted the typical classical course at the College of New Jer-

¢ See Morison and Commager, op. cit., I, 222,

7 The Federalist, Art. 10.

8 C. H. Ambler: Sectionalism in Virginia from 1776 to 1861, p. 8.
9 See E. M. Burns: James Madison, p. 2.
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sey (now Princeton ), he remained to pursue graduate studies
in political science. The vogue of Montesquieu led him into
an intensive study of that philosopher’s search for the funda-
mental causes of social phenomena, but he also delved deeply
in Hobbes, Locke, Sidney, Pufendorf, and others. His reading
was not at all desultory but guided by the college president,
John Witherspoon, who was anything but a closet philoso-
pher. Leader of the Presbyterians in their great contribution
to the American Revolution, Witherspoon was one of the sign-
ers of the Articles of Confederation. It was a rare stroke of
good fortune that placed the future “Father of the Constitu-
tion” under the tutelage of one who disparaged book learning
for its own sake and who observed that there are many
learned men “whom yet we reckon greatly inferior to more
ignorant persons in clear sound common sense.” ' It has been
said that it is to John Witherspoon that “America owes for
what it is worth the philosophy of common sense that perme-
ated its thinking for so long.” ™

Let the present-day specialists in social dynamics who
prides himself on a mastery of the new science of interpreting
current politics in terms of pertinent interests and pressures
humbly peruse Madison’s commentary on the factors involved
in the then current crisis. Two months before the delegates
convened at Philadelphia he set down his observations in a
paper entitled “Vices of the Political System of the United
States.” “All civilized societies,” he wrote, “are divided into
different interests and factions as they happen to be creditors
or debtors, rich or poor — husbandmen, merchants or manu-
facturers — members of different religious sects — followers of
different leaders — owners of different kinds of property, etc.,
etc. In republican government®the majority, however com-
posed, ultimately give the law. Whenever, therefore, an ap-
parent interest or common passion unites a majority, what is
to restrain them from unjust violations of the rights or inter-
ests of the minority, or of individuals?” **

10 John Witherspoon: Works, IV, 17.

11 J, E. Pomphret: “John Witherspoon,” Dictionary of American Biog-
raphy, XX, 437.

12 Writings (Hunt ed.), II, 361 ff.
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Madison had succeeded in reducing to a clear-cut state-
ment the paramount problem of the framers of the Constitu-
tion when they were to assemble. The specific fear that
gripped them all was the possibility that a single interest, the
“desperate debtors,” who undoubtedly constituted a majority
of Americans, might act in concert and, by formulating and
executing rash policies, wreck the existing social, economic,
and political system. It is probable that not one member of
the Convention believed in the rule of simple majorities and
it is doubtful whether any considerable group of Americans
has ever been willing to accept that principle, once its peril-
ous implications have been explored. With all his professions
of devotion to “popular rule,” even Jefferson feared the “tyr-
anny of majorities.” ** Madison, no doubt, expressed the ma-
jority opinion of the convention when he said: “There is no
maxim which is more liable to be misapplied . . . than the
current one that the interest of the majority is the political
standard of right and wrong.” ** He conceived this to signify
nothing more or less than that force is the measure of right.
The American historian whose studies have been centered on
our later experience with this problem concluded that “the
more the nation is organized on the principle of direct major-
ity rule and consolidation the more sectional resistance is
likely to manifest itself.” **

Madison did not content himself with merely the concise
statement of the problem of majority rule. He believed the
convention had within its power the setting up of a system
that would permit a natural and automatic check against the
peril of a simple majority. His study of Montesquieu had not
convinced him that the mechanical device of checks and bal-
ances was sufficient; too maﬁy American state constitutions
with that specific equipment had failed to produce the ex-
pected security. That pre-eminent specialist in checks and
balances, John Adams, had been given practically a free hand
in writing the Constitution of Massachusetts, which, instead

18 Works (Ford ed.), V, 83.

1¢ Writings (Hunt ed.), II, 366-8.
15 F. J. Turner: Sections in American History, p. 314.
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of preventing Shays’s Rebellion, had almost as much to do
with provoking it as the depression itself. But, reasoned Mad-
ison, if the geographical scope of government could be ex-
tended to a grand republic continental in jurisdiction, the
greater variety of interests scattered through its length and
breadth would render difficult a combination of factions into
a majority bent upon a radical policy.

Thus early in our career as Americans appeared the public
determination deliberately to guard against any single radical
group seizing the reins of government. In this Madison was the
spokesman not only of the Fathers but of unborn generations.
It may be set down as an essential American tradition, im-
plicit in the political genius of our people. Something like an
instinctive fear of the annihilation of the individual lurks in
the background of this profound social conviction. Any threat-
ened American group dictatorship, agrarian, proletarian, sec-
tarian, military, or what not, arouses widespread resentment
and is considered a movement foreign to our historical experi-
ence, a manifestation of continental European class conscious-
ness, against which distemper the Atlantic Ocean is presumed
to have provided a salutary immunity.

Viewed in the retrospect of a century and a half, Madison’s
calculation as to how combinations of interests would form
majorities proved remarkably prophetic. Yet he was in no wise
consciously a forecaster of the combinations as political par-
ties.’* Apparently he assumed that these interests would com-
bine in temporary ad hoc coalitions as major issues prompted
them and dissolve to form again in a different pattern on an-
other issue. He never dreamed that they would eventually
evolve into permanent institutions, each sustained by a cher-
ished tradition, a passionate faith, and sometimes a crusading
spirit. The fathers had known no national parties except the
personal followings of British politicians, the most notorious
of which had been the servile, patronage-seeking adherents of
King George III, the “King’s Friends” as they had been desig-
nated, the party sustaining the ministry whose arbitrary poli-

18 See A. C. McLaughlin: “The Significance of Political Parties,” At-
lantic Monthly, February 1908.
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cies had driven the colonists to revolt. Vice President John
Adams merely gave expression to a prevailing opinion when
he declared: “There is nothing I dread so much as the division
of the Republic into two great parties, each under its leader.
. « . This, in my humble opinion, is to be feared as the great-
est political evil under our Constitution.” *'

In due time the convention completed its work and ad-
journed. The ratification of the Constitution by a sufficient
number of states was hanging in the balance. Madison was
busy collaborating with Hamilton and Jay in writing the series
of papers supporting ratification since known as The Federal-
ist. In the tenth number of that political classic he recurred
to his favorite theme and amplified it when he penned the
paragraph that may be considered his greatest contribution
to political philosophy. We may assume that all the economic
confusion of the “critical period” was still fresh in his mind
as he wrote: “The most common and durable source of faction
has been the various and unequal distribution of property.
Those who hold and those who are without property have
ever formed distinct interests in society. Those who are credi-
tors and those who are debtors fall under a like discrimination.
A landed interest, a mercantile interest, a moneyed interest,
with many lesser interests, grow up of necessity in civilized
nations and divide them into different classes actuated by dif-
ferent 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 operation of the government.” *®

With clairvoyant vision the “Father of the Constitution”
had perceived the paramount problem of a central govern-
ment in the United States. It seemed to him that in the new
Constitution he had the answer to the great riddle. As one
peruses his illuminating exposition, there emerges clear-cut

17 W. M. West: History of the American People, p. 333n.

18 Jt is quite evident that Madison did not use the term “faction” in the
sense of political parties of the kind existing today. He appears to have had
in mind rather the interests or pressure groups, the elements composing our

present-day parties. See P. H. Odegard and E. A. Helms: American Politics,
p. Tn.
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the pattern of the historical American process of resolving
the inevitable clash of “factions” into the concept and prac-
tical reality of “the general good.” For example, in the fiftieth
number of The Federalist he states the formula in terms most
explicit: “In the extended republic of the United States and
amonlg) the great variety of interests, parties and sects which
it embraces, a coalition of a majority of the whole society
could seldom take place on any other principles than those of
justice and the general good.” Herein Madison was but the
spokesman of the framers of the Constitution, giving authen-
tic expression to their accord as revealed in the political lit-
erature of the period.

Half a century of American experience with group combi-
nations under the Constitution afforded John C. Calhoun an
opportunity, to describe the process (in A Disquisition on
Government ) as he had observed it. Concerning the conflict
for political power he wrote: “For this purpose a struggle will
take place between various interests to obtain a majority, in
order to control the government. If no one interest be strong
enough, of itself, to obtain it, a combination will be formed
between those whose interests are most alike — each conced-
ing something to the others, until a sufficient number is ob-
tained to make a majority. The process may be slow, and
much time may be required before a compact organized ma-
jority can be thus formed; but formed it will be in time, even
without preconcert or design, by the sure working of that
principle or constitution of our nature in which government
itself originates. When once formed, the community will be
divided into two great parties — a major and minor, between
which there will be incessant struggles on the one side to
retain on the other to obtain ‘the majority —and thereby
::he control of the government and the advantages it con-
ers. . . .01

Just a hundred years after Madison had published his pre-
diction as to the interest combinations that would determine
public policies F. H. Giddings, in an article analyzing the

12 A Disquisition on Government, in B. F. Wright: Source Book of
American Political Theory, p. 521.
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presidential vote in 1888, concluded that “a numerical major-
ity is not formed and maintained without much conciliation
and mutual concession and that while it is far from being that
concurrence of all interests that Calhoun desired, it is yet the
concurrence of so many that its conduct can hardly become
arbitrary without peril of disruption.” ** And such a majority
“in a differentiated society, occupying an extended and diver-
sified geographical area is a concurrent majority in composi-
tion though by no means a perfect one.” ** If further authori-
tative confirmation of the essential soundness of Madison’s
speculation was needed it came in our own day in the conclu-
sion of A. W. MacMahon: “On the formal side this [Madi-
son’s forecast, supra, p. 25] missed the course upon which
politics almost immediately entered. In essence, however, his
expectations have been realized; diversity, balance and con-
cession (with the immediate security and the long run dan-
gers which attend deadlock and inertia) have been provided
in American history by factional divisions [interest groups]
within each of the two country-wide organizations.” **

Whoever would know how a politically gifted people find,
among conflicting interests, the common denominators of
public policy that make possible government by willing con-
sent could scarcely do better than to study intensively Madi-
son’s Notes, in which he recorded day by day a summary of
the deliberations of the Constitutional Convention. A fairly
adequate handbook of practical politics might be constructed
from the material there available. Fortunately it was no group
of formula-bound philosophers who had gone to work on the
problems confronting the convention at Philadelphia, but
statesmen accustomed to the give and take of practical poli-
ticians. *

Some of the delegates were convinced that a system of
Federal courts inferior to the Supreme Court would be neces-
sary, while others believed the state courts would suffice. The

20 “Conduct of Political Majorities,” American Political Science Quarterly,
VII, 120-1.

21 Ibid., p. 181.

22 Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, XI, 597. Italics mine.
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difference was composed by the simple provision that Con-
gress may establish inferior courts.*® The controversy as to
whether or not state debts should be assumed was disposed
of with the non-committal statement: “all debts . . . shall
be as valid against the United States under this Constitution
as under the Confederation.” ** Both those who wanted the
western territory doomed perpetually to a colonial status and
those who, on the other hand, wanted the possibility of full-
fledged statehood left open found satisfaction in the simple
provision that “new states may be admitted to the Union.” **
Sectional differences lurked in the background of every one
of these controversies, and the modern politician who has
seen service on a platform committee of a national party
convention will detect the familiar practice of finding the
formula that ends debate. Here is the perennial pattern of
American party politics.

The delegates from the small states were fearful that the
large blocks of electoral votes cast by the populous states
would enable them to elect the President. It was then pointed
out that by voting blindly in their separate states, presumably
without any announced candidates, the electors would fail to
concentrate a majority on any candidate “nineteen out of
twenty times,” ** as Mason calculated the chances. The small
states were then placated by the provision that the House of
Representatives, casting one vote for each state, would elect
the President from the five candidates standing highest in the
electoral vote.”” Under this system, as it was explained again
and again, the large states would nominate the candidates in
the electoral college, and the small states would elect in the
House of Representatives.

We have noted but a few of the scores of compromises of
the Constitutional Convention. Extending them would merely

28 Art, III, sec. 1, cl. 1.

24 Art. VI, sec. 1.

25 Art. IV, sec. 3, cl. 1.

26 Documents Illustrative of the Formation of the Union of the American

States, 89th Congress, 1st Session, House Document No. 398, p. 663.
27 Art. II, sec. 2, cl. 2.
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confirm the conviction that the new instrument was the
product of practiced political craftsmen. Their freedom in
composing differences was facilitated by the fact that they
sat behind closed doors with every member pledged to se-
crecy about their deliberations. Not until they had adjourned
and the proposed Constitution, without commentary, had
been published for submission to state conventions did the
public know definitely what the dele%lates had produced.

How was the finished product of the framers received by
the public? Most Americans, especially the unenfranchised
majority, were indifferent, the potential opposition too tardily
arousing themselves to action. What of the proponents?
Should we expect to find in them one of those country-wide
majority coalitions of “factions™ or interests that Madison
had calculated could seldom combine “on any other princi-
ples than those of justice and the general good™? In short, did
the proposed Constitution itself consist of a complex common
denominator for just such a combination?

No one need assume that the typical American in 1787
looked at the proposed new Constitution and asked: “Just
what do I get out of this?” Then, even as now, men saw with
their own eyes and beheld whatever the climate of opinion
in which they lived prompted them to see. No doubt they
rationalized their sectional, group, and personal interests in
terms of the general good. None the less we may be sure this
clause caught the approving eye of one while that provision
aroused the indignation of another. In the mind’s eye we can
see the portly merchant seat himself serenely in his great
chair, adjust his spectacles, and begin reading Kis copy. Pres-
ently he perceives with the greatest satisfaction that this new
plan provides the central government with tPower to regulate
commerce both among the states and with foreign nations by
imposts, by statute, and by treaty, all of which, by the way,
were to be “supreme law of the land.” Moreover, the l;)n'eva--
lent interference of the states with commerce was to be ter-
minated by the specific 1E)rohibition against their making
treaties or laying any but the slightest import or export duties
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without the consent of Congress. Nor is it likely that this mer-
chant failed to note the power “to provide and maintain a
navy,” then quite genera]l.l)y regarded as a legitimate instru-
ment of commercial policy. “Here,” he may have murmured,
“is the answer to our prayers.” Whether he said it or not, he
no doubt also believed: “What is good for business is good for
the country.”

Public creditors generally as well as speculators in public
securities who caught the scent of potential profits were
prompt to perceive the significance of that clause which sup-
plied the fatal omission from the Articles of Confederation, the
power “to lay and collect taxes” in order “to pay the debts

. . of the United States.” The power “to borrow money on
the credit of the United States” was also gratifying, but these
holders of government securities found, made to their hearts’
desire, the provision: “All debts contracted and engagements
entered into before the adoption of the Constitution shall be
as valid against the United States under this Constitution as
under the Confederation.” Here was security against the ter-
ror that haunted the public creditors of the 1780’s, the dread
specter of repudiation. Indeed, creditors, whether public or
private, saw insurance also against that twin specter, inflation,
in the provision that no state shall “emit bills of credit or make
anything but gold or silver legal tender in the payment of
debts.” The prohibition of any state “law impairing the obli-
gation of contract” should end that curse of the creditor, the
stay-law or moratorium.

Nor were merchants and creditors the only interest groups
captivated by the prospects held forth by the new Constitu-
tion. The fishermen of Gloucester and Marblehead, sub-
merged in an economic degradation as “abject as that of
slavery,” thought John Adams, and impoverished since the
Navigation Acts had shut off the French and Spanish West
Indies market for their product and later independence had
deprived them also of the English West Indies market, now
looked forward with a new hope, which time would fulfill,
to the promised Federal control over foreign commerce.
Their county consequently voted eight to one in favor of dele-
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gates pledged for ratification.”® Thousands of artisans in
homes and manufacturing shops throughout New England
and the middle states saw potential protection against foreign
competitors in the power to tax imports and regulate com-
merce. The hopes of merchant shipowners were revived and
the votes of shipbuilding mechanics in favor of the Constitu-
tion were captured by the promise of contracts for construc-
tion contingent upon ratification.

The American yeomanry for the most part opposed ratifi-
cation of the Constitution as an anti-inflationary document.
One outstanding exception to this, however, must be noted.
The grain-growers of the fertile Shenandoah Valley, Scotch-
Irish and Germans, voted ninety-seven per cent for ratifica-
tion. The Constitution’s assurance of free interstate trade
would open the routes to the flour mills of Philadelphia and
Baltimore for the passage of their wheat.”® The great planters
of the South favored the Constitution because they were be-
ing impoverished by the opportunity the prevailing commer-
cial confusion in the states had given the English merchants
to drive a profitable trade. They saw in the expected Federal
control of commerce the potential development of domestic
shipping and the reopening of the West Indies trade.** More-
over, embarrassed by the accumulating surplus of slaves on
the already declining tobacco plantations, the Virginia plant-
ers welcomed the opportunity to tax at once, and twenty
years hence to outlaw, the African slave trade ** and thereby
terminate the continuous deflation of the value of their human
stock by the competition of supplies fresh from the jungle.

Several abortive uprisings of slaves in colonial times had
been suppressed, but the great planters could never feel cer-
tain that there might not come a general servile revolt. Con-
sequently they welcomed the potential security against that
peril implicit in the power of Congress to provide “for calling

28 See Louis M. Hacker: The United States: A Graphic History, map,
P 32}’ C. H. Ambler: Sectionalism in Virginia, pp. 53 ff.

30 See J. B. McMaster: History of the People of the United States, I,

272-3; Ambler, op. cit., pp. 48-52.
81 Art. I, sec. 9, cl. 1.
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forth the militia . . . to suppress insurrections.” Nor were
other men of property who had scarcely yet recovered from
the panic into which Shays’s Rebellion had thrown them
unaware of the significance of that same clause as a precau-
tion against other than servile “insurrections.” A related
clause, granting Congress the power to establish an army,
won the speculators in western land, infested with hostile
Indians. Even that active young pedagogue Noah Webster,
the future lexicographer, then busy publishing his famous
“blue speller” and other school textbooks and threatened with
having them pirated unless copyrighted in every state, would,
like the professional classes generally, no doubt have favored
the new Constitution in any case, but he must have derived a
peculiar satisfaction from the clause that invested Congress

with the power “to promote the progress of science . . . by
securing for limited times for authors . . . the exclusive
right to their respective writings. . . .”*?

Since rejection by five states would have been fatal the issue
hung in the balance for months. A determined opposition,
consisting largely of the grain-growers outside the Shenan-
doah Valley, narrowly failed to prevent validating the work
of the Philadelphia Convention. This opposition sincerely
believed the Revolution to have been fought to free local or
state government from a central control. To them the “critical
period” was a figment of the imagination and the Articles of
Confederation provided as much central government as they
cared for. The Constitution on the contrary meant a return
to just such an imperial thralldom as they had won relief
from by seven years of war.*® Here are the interests soon to
be found presenting a united.front against the Federalist
Party and in due time to constitute the rank and file of the
Jeffersonian Republicans.

The loose association of interests — mercantile, shipping,
planting, speculating both in land and in securities, and finally
creditors both public and private — that produced the Con-

32 See T. J. Norton: The Constitution of the United States, p. 65.

88 See C. A. and M. R. Beard: The Rise of American Civilization, I,
299, 300.



CuaPTER 1: The Federalists — Proponents of the Constitution 27

stitution is, then, the prototype of the great national political
party, of which, indeed, it was in embryo the very first. While
these interests clashed at many points, they quickly learned
the lesson of American politics: to disregard differences and
concentrate on the one thing essential to their several pur-
poses, in this case an integrated, national, economic society of
which the sine qua non was the central authority the Consti-
tution provided. This fundamental instrument was to these
matter-of-fact men merely an elaborate practical device —a
means to a great end. “While some have boasted it as a work
from heaven,” wrote Robert Morris, the biggest business man
among the framers, “others have assigned it a less lofty origin.
I have many reasons to believe that it is the work of plain
honest men and such, I think, it will appear.”

Of course, the men who made the Constitution consisted of
a ruling class. In the stage of social development then obtain-
ing, no others were competent to devise one capable of ce-
menting sufficiently the then articulate elements of American
society. “What proximate test of power can be found,” asked
the late Associate Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, “except
correspondence to the actual equilibrium of forces in the com-
munity — that is, conformity to the wishes of the dominant
power?” ** Fortunately the framers had already developed a
sense of responsibility even to elements in society other than
their own. After observing, in the Convention, that “the course
of a few years would distribute their posterity to the lowest
classes of society,” the great Virginia 1[])lanter George Mason
declared that “every selfish motive therefore, every family
attachment, ought to recommend such a system of policy as
would provide no less carefully for the rights and happiness
of the lowest than the highest order of citizens.” ** And Madi-
son, in effect, echoed Mason in the statement “that the inter-
ests and rights of every class of citizens should be duly repre-
sented and understood in the public councils.” ** All of wlgich
contrasts strikingly with the contempt for the masses that

8¢ Collected Legal Papers, pp. 224-8.

85 Max Farrand: Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, 1, 49,
86 Ibid., II, 124.
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characterized the social outlook of the ruling classes of still
semi-feudal Europe in 1787.

It now remains to be seen how the several social groups at-
tracted by common interests into an unplanned association
presently, under the responsibility of administering the new
government they had created, coalesced into a permanent
combination, developed a consistent ideology, and became
the first of our several national political parties. This did not
come about automatically, but through the instrumentality of
two of the foremost statesmen of human history. The mono-
lithic figure of Washington provided the Federalist Party
with an incomparable centripetal force, inspiring in its na-
ture. We shall see, however, that it was due pre-eminently to
the superb daring with which Alexander Hamilton manipu-
lated the raw social forces of his day that the Federalist Party
was integrated and vitalized into a nation-building inetitution.
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CHAPTER II
THE FEDERALISTS BECOME A POLITICAL PARTY
&

“HamiLton knew that the government could not stand if its sole
basis was the platonic support of genial well-wishers. He knew
that it had been created in response to interested demands and
not out of any fine-spun theories of political science. Therein he
displayed that penetrating wisdom which placed him among the
great statesmen of all time.” C. A. BEarp.*

J AMEs MapisoN had provided the philosophic pattern of
the group combination responsible for the Constitution. It
fell to the lot of Alexander Hamilton to perform a similar
service for the somewhat less inclusive group combination
that organized and then administered the new government
during the first dozen years under the Constitution. In his
origin, background, cast of mind, and philosophic outlook,
-and as a man of action Hamilton is a contrast to Madison in
almost every particular.

Eighteen years before the Battle of Lexington, Hamilton
was born on the British West Indies island of Nevis, of good
stock, a Scotch merchant father and a French Huguenot
mother. At eleven the death of his mother and the financial
failure of his father left him practically an orphan in the care
of maternal relatives. While he was engaged in clerical work
in a general store, a brilliant description of a tropical storm
written by the precocious youth created a sensation when pub-
lished in a local newspaper. As a consequence, relatives sent
him to the North American continent for education. Enterin
King’s College (now Columbia University), he distinguishe

* Economic Origins of Jeffersonian Democracy, p. 131. By permission of
The Macmillan Company, publishers.
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himself by diligent study and an astonishing mental maturity.
Though still in his teens, he became a conspicuous opponent
of the ministerial policies presently to precipitate the Revo-
lutionary War. Enlisting in the patriot army, he became
Washington’s secretary and aide, but fretted under the irk-
some clerical duties because of a conviction he was never to
relinquish that he was destined for a brilliant military career.
Finaﬁy at Yorktown he was given his opportunity and led in
person assaults upon the British redoubts. Meanwhile Madi-
son in his middle twenties, unattracted even by the troops
that marched by his plantation, pursued his legislative career.

Madison was to the manner born as a planting aristocrat of
the Great Valley. Hamilton, on the contrary, was a social
climber, but he climbed fast and far. At the age of twenty-
three and only a few weeks before Yorktown, the erstwhile
“orphan of Nevis” married Elizabeth, second daugbter of
General Philip Schuyler, among the richest and most influen-
tial of the mighty lords of the Hudson and one of Washing-
ton’s four major generals. Schuyler’s economic interests were
capitalistic rather than agrarian. At one time he held $60,000
in government securities and was interested in the financing
of banking, manufacturing, and transportation.! Hamilton
easily assimilated the tradition of this proud aristocratic class
and ever after proclaimed it with the peculiar earnestness of
the late convert. For generations these landlords of the great
river had played the game of politics after the prevailing pat-
tern of English party struggles. Here Hamilton found ready-
made the model he deemed so desirable in American politics.

After a scant five months’ study of law young Hamilton be-
gan practice in New York City and rapidly rose to high rank
in the profession. Here he had’ entered an environment with
a pecu{)iar climate of opinion that served to intensify the al-
ready aristocratic outlook of the son-in-law of a great land-
lord. While the Tories of Boston had emigrategr with the
evacuating British army in 1775, the leading families of New
York City, mostly Tories, had, of course, remained during the

XVl See J. A. Krout: “Philip Schuyler,” Dictionary of American Biography,
1



CuarteR 11: The Federalists Become a Political Party 31

half-dozen years the British occupied that metropolis.? Frat-
ernizing with British officers and completely isolated from
patriotic influences, New Yorkers had become, by the end of
the war, the most aristocratic and pro-British of American
citizens. Significantly enough, here was the environment in
which the Federalists conducted the new government during
the first year of its history. It was in this alien atmosphere so
congenial to him, despite his undoubted patriotism, that
Hamilton nurtured that unbalanced admiration for the Brit-
ish system, social, economic, and political, that he will pres-
ently be found utilizing to rationalize the interests and de-
signs of the Federalist group combination.

Like most of his fellow Federalists, Hamilton was so com-
pletely isolated from the frontier as to be blind to the most
dynamic factors of developing American society. It was his
misfortune to have had no first-hand knowledge of what
Madison and Jefferson were learning and experiencing in
western Virginia, where an emerging democratic way of life
was already setting the pattern eventually to receive its liter-
ary exFression in the phrases of Lincoln, himself a confessed
disciple of Jefferson. So Hamilton’s social philosophy petrified
early with the belief in a society not only static but even strati-
fied, and desirable in America since prevalent in England.
The masses, then, were fit only to be ruled. One searches in
vain through the many volumes of his Works for any concern
about uplifting the common man. Protective tariffs would
introduce here the English factory system, which provided
work for “females and children of tender years,” as he was
wont to express it. He was ea%]er to herd immigrants into the
country in order to provide cheap labor. Having never seen
the degenerate slum dwellers of London and Paris, as had Jef-
ferson and Adams, he was not concerned about preventing
the reproduction of such conditions here.

Behind the sheltering secrecy of the Constitutional Con-
vention Hamilton had so freely expressed his admiration for
monarchy and the British Constitution and his contempt for
“the people” that a dozen years later Jefferson was to suggest

2 J, T. Adams: The Living Jefferson, p. 213.
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to Madison that he publish his Notes in order to ruin Hamil-
ton politically.® Even after the new government under the
Constitution had been functioning for some time, Hamilton
is reported to have acclaimed the British Constitution as the
most perfect government that ever existed,* and to have as-
serted that the American Constitution was a “shilly-shally
thing of milk and water which could not last and was good
only as a step to something better.”

Unsatisfactory as the Constitution may have seemed to him
as it left the hands of the Philadelphia Convention, Hamilton
nevertheless threw the weight of his extraordinary talents into
the battle for ratification, writing or collaborating on more
than half the numbers of The Federalist. By reason and by
strategy he, more than anyone else, brought about ratification
by the New York Convention. When, in due course, President
Washington appointed Hamilton Secretary of the Treasury,
he proceeded at once to “administrate” (Madison’s term) the
Constitution into what he thought it ought to be. Inasmuch as
there had never been a distinct central American executive,
Hamilton was bound by no compelling American precedents
and he consequently turned gladly to the usages and conven-
tions of the English ministerial system. The younger Pitt was
just then First Lord of the Treasury and Chancellor of the Ex-
chequer as well as Prime Minister. Hamilton accordingly
asked his friends to call him “chancellor of the Exchequer.”
Washington accepted Hamilton’s assumption of the initiative
in dealin%with Congress, and consequently the President took
on something of the separateness of the titular headship of the
English King. With a boldness at which even an English
Prime minister might have hesitated, the young Secretary
began giving directions, even in matters of detail in their re-
spective departments, to Secretary of State Jefferson, Secre-
tary of War Knox, and Attorney General Randolph.® The Vir-
ginia delegation, the largest of any state representation in

8 See H. C. Hockett: The Constitutional History of the United States,
1826-1876, pp. 66, 67.

4 Jefferson: Works (Ford ed.), I, 165.

5 See H. J. Ford: The Rise and Growth of American Politics, p. 82n.
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Congress, prevented the establishment of standing commit-
tees and insisted instead on referring matters to the depart-
ment heads. Hamilton eagerly accepted the responsibility
thus assigned him by Congress of making his Reports on va-
rious matters. Through these famous state papers the great
Federalist leader was enabled to formulate the policies that
were at the same time an expression of his own and the Fed-
eralist Party philosophy. So the first great grist of statutes has
gone down in history as the program of Hamilton rather than
of President Washington.

The “prime minister’s” problem was how to get the new
government securely established, and he proceeded to exe-
cute his daring solution with a fairly breath-taking audacity.
The paper Constitution was, of course, by no manner of
means self-executing. Even to those who believed whole-
heartedly in it, the odds must have seemed to lie heavily
against its ever producing a robust government. We have
found Hamilton expressing privately his little faith in it. Yet
his army experience, his marriage connections, and his clients
had put him in intimate association with the interests that at
that moment were the most dynamic in America. If only these
social forces could be harnessed and hitched to the Federal
government, then it might move with vigor and gain momen-
tum. If the merchant shipowners, the public creditors and
financiers who were most potent in making the Constitution
could become so deeply involved in financing the great ad-
venture that its collapse would threaten them with economic
ruin, then the Constitution might function.

Hamilton’s opportunity lay chiefly in the paper claims
against the government constitutirig the Revolutionary War
debt. They included the loan-office certificates of 1776, the
interest indents, issued to pay interest, and the treasury, com-
missary, quartermaster, marine, and hospital certificates of
the respective services issuing them, amounting in all to $42,-
000,000. The foreign debt was $11,700,000, and if the state
debts later assumed at $21,500,000 be added, the national
debt totaled in round numbers $75,000,000.

That the paper Constitution did not automatically establish



34 AMERICAN POLITICAL PARTIES

the credit of the United States is evidenced by the fact that
when Washington was inaugurated President, the above se-
curities were passing current for only a fraction of their face
value. Nor would Congress of its own initiative hdve pro-
ceeded at once to provide for payment of these obligations.
Channing estimated that not many more than half a dozen
members of the First Congress started their sessions with any
other idea than that the grand debt would be scaled down as a
mere matter of course. “Repudiation” carried no such odious
connotation then as now.

When Congress received their “finance minister’s” Report
on the Public Credit, they found it arguing that future emer-
gencies rendered it imperative that the government establish
its credit “by good faith and punctual performance of con-
tracts.” As a moral obligation ts:e “debt of the United States”
was “the price of liberty. . . . The advantage to public credi-
tors from the increased value of that part of their property
which constitutes the public debt needs no explanation.”
America was deficient in fluid capital, but “transfers of stock
or public debt . . . are equivalent to payments in specie.”
This capital would stimulate economic life and restore land
values.

After noting the universal agreement to pay the foreign
debt “according to the precise terms,” Hamilton took cogni-
zance of a current proposal to pay American holders of secur-
ity only the market value and the remainder to the original
holder. This, he argued, would be a “breach of contract —a
violation of the right of a fair purchaser. . . . The intent in
making the security assignable” had been “that the buyer may
be safe in his purchase.” Quite naturally, Hamilton persuaded
himself that under the circumstances the national debt could
be “a national blessing.”

The ecstatic praise that conservative historians have be-
stowed on Hamilton’s Reports has invested them with some-
thing of the sanctity of holy writ. This, unfortunately, has
‘obscured the fact that they were the perhaps unconscious ra-
tionalizations of the Federalist interests. It is no disparage-
ment to say that they constituted high grade propaganda.
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So completely have the Hamiltonian dogmas of finance cap-
tured the public opinion of America that to the typical Amer-
ican of today they would seem more like axioms of sound
finance than subjects for debate. Not so to the First Congress,
with only a little handful of one-hundred-per-cent “sound
credit” representatives. Full funding of the foreign debt with
interest was not questioned, but no less a figure than Madison
assumed leadership of the congressional opposition to Hamil-
ton’s proposal to finance at face value every security but the
Continental currency. Madison represented a typically agrar-
ian Virginia constituency, democratic in temper, and could
not have remained in politics had he not “represented” his
district. Nor need there be any intimation that in parting
company with the combination that made the Constitution
he compromised his conscience, for he sincerely believed that
Hamilton was “administrating” the new government into
something quite different from what the Constitution pre-
scribed. So, for the time being, Madison became the cEjef
congressional spokesman of the agrarian, as opposed to the
capitalistic, combination of interests.

Madison’s tilts with the Hamiltonian forces in Congress re-
sulted in an unbroken succession of defeats. He proposed that
in the funding of the Continental debt the holfers of securi-
ties, largely speculators, should be paid only the market value
and the original holders the remainder. It was an impractical
and hopeless proposal, lpsing thirty-six to thirteen in the face
of the powerful forces marshalling compact ranks in support
of Hamilton’s program. Advance information of the Secre-
tary’s program having leaked out,® enterprising financiers,
gambling somewhat on the chances, sent agents by fleet horses
and switt sailing vessels into"remote sections, especially the
South, with abundant cash to purchase at the prevailing ruin-
ous discount the holdings of securities from those who were
as yet unaware of their potential redemption at face value.
The later bitter disillusionment of those who sold for a song
boded ill for the Federalists and was an important factor in
the ultimate extinction of the party.

¢ Jefferson: Writings (Ford ed.) I, 161,
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In vain did the opposition counsel delay, hoping for the
sentiment of the inland settlements to crystallize among the
agrarians. For fear of that very development the Hamiltoni-
ans insisted on the necessity of establishing sound credit im-
mediately. With a glance at the speculators in the gallery,
Representative Sedgwick of Massachusetts declared that “the
ardent expectations of the people on this subject want no
other demonstration than the numerous body of citizens as-
sembled within these walls.””

Whoever assumes that pressure groups are a recent devel-
opment should know of tlEe Society of the Cincinnati. When
the Continental army was demobilized, the officers founded
an extraordinarily exclusive secret society. Only the eldest
descendant of an original member might wear the insignia
and enjoy the privileges. No wonder Judge Aedanus Burke
of Charleston, South Carolina, attacked it on the ground
that it established an order of nobility distinct from the
plebeians.

By 1787 the Cincinnati constituted the best-organized
country-wide interest in America, with a network of state and
local organizations. With Washington as their president, the
Cincinnati came in time to be even more positively identified
with the Federalists than the much more democratic Grand
Army of the Republic was with the Republican Party a cen-
tury later. Whether by accident or design, the members con-
vened in Philadelphia at the time of the Constitutional
Convention. Fear that such a compact organization might per-
petually dictate the choice of a President is one reason as-
signed for the rejection of popular election by the convention.
A French chargé d’affaires, reporting from Philadelphia, in-
formed his home government that the Cincinnati, aware of
the feebleness of the Confederation government and the im-
possibility of their being paid the extra five years’ pay voted
them, “proposed to throw all the states into one mass, and put
at the head the gallant Washington with all the powers and
prerogatives of a crowned head.” * No wonder the delegates

7 Annals, 1, 1135,
8 See Farrand: Records, II, 119,
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felt impelled to deliberate behind closed doors with such a
persistent pressure group so near at hand.

The Cincinnati need not be charged with sinister designs
in promoting the Constitution and sound credit. They consti-
tuted merely the first veteran organization to employ power
and prestige to promote their purposes. They had been “paid”
in land warrants and depreciated paper and, in contrast with
the privates, were also voted the five years” extra pay. While
the poor common soldier had to cash his warrants immedi-
ately at a ruinous discount, the officer could often hold his
for ultimate redemption at par. Consequently the Cincinnati
were one of the most powerful elements of the security group
who hoped for a central government able to redeem their
paper claims at face value.’

he second major item in Hamilton’s financial program was
his proposal to assume and fund the state debts. Perhaps his
most telling point was that, under the Constitution, “a princi-
pal branch of the revenue is exclusively vested in the Union
and that a state could not impose consumption taxes easily
because of the failure of other states to impose like taxes.
These state debts were, moreover, largely war debts incurred
in the common cause of winning independence and therefore
ought to be regarded as Federal obligations. The heart of the
matter, from the Federalist point of view, Hamilton could not
incorporate in his Report, but we find it expressed in the
secrecy of a personal letter of a Connecticut Federalist, Oliver
Wolcott, Sr., apparently to his son in the Treasury Depart-
ment: “Your observations respecting the public debts as es-
sential to the existence of the national government are un-
doubtedly just. . . . There certainly cannot at present exist
any other cement. . . . If the state governments are to pro-
vide for their payment, these creditors will forever oppose all
national interests as inconsistent with their interests.” ** Con-
gress proved far less responsive to Hamilton’s leadership on
the state debts than on the Continental. The remoter agrarian

® See C. A. Beard: Economic Interpretation of the Constitution, p. 38.
10 George Gibbs: Memoirs of the Administrations of George Washing-
ton and John Adams, 1, 46. Italics mine.
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regions were now becoming alert to the threat of the “money
power.” Patrick Henry had put through the Virginia legisla-
ture his resolutions protesting that no clause in the Constitu-
tion authorized assumption and proclaiming the “sentinel-
ship” of the state legislature “over the ministers of the federal
government.” “This,” remarked Hamilton, “is a spirit which
must either be killed or it will kill the Constitution,” and in his
extremity he resorted to intrigue to gain his end, perpetrating
the first notable piece of logrolling in congressional history.
Already Thomas Jefferson, the Secretary of State, was being
looked to for agrarian leadership. Only recently returned from
France and scarcely yet familiar with current circumstances,
he afterward maintained he had been duped by Hamilton’s
clever appeals for assistance in persuading some Congressmen
to support the assumption of state debts in order to save the
Constitution and the Union, which were represented to be in
critical peril. Hamilton perceived a possible solution of the
impasse on the assumption issue by taking advantage of the
competition for the location of the permanent capital of
the Union. So he persuaded Jefferson, already inclining to-
ward assumption, to induce some of the Virginia Congressmen
to support that measure. Since Virginians had paid their state
debt and knew that, under the prevailing system of Federal
taxes, assumption would require their starting to pay, through
consumption taxes, the debts of the less thrifty states, Hamil-
ton’s proposal to Jefferson certainly ealled for a quid pro quo.
So over the glasses at a dinner the two swung the deal. It was
arranged that in return for the votes for assumption of two
Virginia Congressmen the capital would be located at some
site on the Potomac after a sojourn of ten years at Philadel-
phia, which latter proviso, by the.way, was a factor in winning
the unanimous vote of the Pennsylvania delegation for as-
sumption.

Whoever may be curious about the dynamics of American
politics then and now may note that the two Virginia Con-
gressmen persuaded to switch from con to pro on assumption
were Richard Bland Lee and Alexander White, whose dis-
tricts bordered the Potomac. No other Virginia constituencies
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could have been reconciled to the vote so easily as these.
White, moreover, had extensive holdings in the upper valley
of the river and it later fell to him to be assigned the laying out
of the city of Washington.'* Robert Morris, who won the
Pennsylvania delegation to unanimity on assumption, plunged
so deeply into the development of the site of the capital that
he landed eventually in a debtors’ prison. When party align-
ments became stabilized, Lee and White were Federalists.

Once Hamilton’s funding measures were enacted into law,
the securities that had passed current at five to twenty per
cent of face value rose promptly to par.*? Since the new Con-
stitution, through Hamilton’s funding measures, had put an
estimated gain of $40,000,000 in the pockets of security-hold-
ers," no one need marvel at the cohesive power of the public
debt in cementing the security groups within the Federalist
Party.

Hamilton’s proposed Bank of the United States was in the
best English tradition. The Bank of England had been created
by the triumphant commercial interests that had placed Wil-
liam and Mary on the throne just vacated by the Stuart line.
Hamilton’s bank was to be capitalized at $10,000,000, with
all the stock privately owned except $2,000,000 to be sub-
scribed by the Federal government. With branches in key
cities, it suggests the great modern chain of banks, and it in-
stantly alarmed the suspicious agrarians, to whom the money
power was far more of a terror than today. It was to issue
bank bills receivable for public lands, taxes, duties, and post-
age and in payment of any debt due the government. As a
depository and dispenser of Federal moneys it was to be, as
]oﬁ)n Marshall later held, a governmental agency, but with
private citizens owning most of the stock and constituting
a majority of the directors. For at least ten years Hamilton

11 See the map plotting pro and con districts on the assumption vote
in C. O. Paullin: Atlas of Historical Geography of the United States, Plate
112.

12 Washington had been compelled to use at 20 to 1 the certificates
Congress had sent to reimburse him for his expenses as Commander-in-Chief
of the army. George Bancroft: History of the Constitution, II, 411.

18 See C. A. Beard: Economic Interpretation of the Constitution, p. 35.
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had nursed the idea of a national bank as a means of uniting
“the interest and credit of rich individuals with those of the
State.” **

Since chartering the bank would require the exercise by
Congress of powers not specifically delegated in the Consti-
tution, we have in the controversy over its constitutionality an
illuminating illustration of the human propensity to ration-
alize. The bank bill, thanks to Hamilton’s “ministerial” leader-
ship, was put through Congress. President Washington, how-
ever, hesitated to sign the measure and sought the counsel of
his department heads. Jefferson, sensing the peril to planter
and yeoman interests in a “consolidated government” as con-
trasted with that of a federated union of states, took a firm
position against deriving congressional power from constitu-
tional construction. He pointed out that the phrase “general
welfare” limited the taxing power and that the bank, while it
might be “convenient,” was not “necessary” to carry out any
specifically delegated power. Washington having sent Jeffer-
son’s objections to Hamilton, the latter, in what was virtually
a rebuttal by the attorney of the creditor bloc of interests,
pounced upon Jefferson’s distinction between “necessary” and
“convenient,” and when he had finished he had whittled away
the difference between the two terms so completely that in
American constitutional exegesis they have since come to pass
as practically synonymous. Moreover, Hamilton managed to
derive from a combination of specifically delegated powers
“resultant” powers, of which chartering a bank was, of course,
one. Thus “loose” versus “strict construction” became a per-
ennial controversy, not, as was long erroneously assumed, be-
tween Federalists and Republicans respectively, but instead
between the “ins” and the “outd.” In a dozen years the Feder-
alists were to protest in vain against the “unconstitutional”
annexation of Louisiana by Jefferson.

The direst predictions of the agrarians as to the corrupting
effect of the financial program seemed to them to be more than
confirmed by the frantic scramble of investors and specula-
tors for the stock of the Bank of the United States. Nor were

14 Works, III, 332.
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they reassured by the fact that the management of the “sink-
ing fund,” which enabled the government to enter the Oé)en
market and purchase its own securities, was not designed or
utilized to reduce the Federal debt on the most favorable
terms but, to use Hamilton’s own words, “to keep the stock
from falling too low in case the embarrassment of the dealers
would lead to sacrifices.” Thus the Secretary was no doubt
strengthening Federalist satisfaction with the government by
deliberately supporting the “bulls.” “If there are any gentle-
men who support the funds and others who depress them, I
shall be pleased that your purchases aid the former,” he wrote
to William Seaton, whom he had commissioned to buy Fed-
eral securities on behalf of the sinking fund.*®

It is difficult to describe Hamilton’s career as Secretary of
the Treasury without seeming to imply a personal corruption
from which even unfriendly historians have absolved him.
Not the slightest taint of personal graft tarnished his integrity
as a public servant. Sacrificing perhaps the most lucrative
legal practice in New York for the $1,200 salary as Secretary
of the Treasury he needed none of that economic motivation
he found so useful in others in giving an impetus to the new
government. In his perception that government in order to be
stable must be based upon and serve men’s interests, and his
frank and courageous application of the principle to the cur-
rent situation, he manifested statesmanship of the highest
order. One wonders what kind of government would have
been established if the Fathers had been mere well-wishers
and enthusiasts for such an abstraction as the public good in-
stead of men intimately identified with the dominant interests
of their time. Considerable moral indignation has been wasted
on the Congressmen who vofed for the funding system while
holding securities and profiting by the consequent rise in
value. Beard, whose research qualifies him to speak authori-
tatively on this subject, discovered that some of the Congress-
men holding securities voted against funding. The evidence
indicates “that nearly all the members, security holders and
non-security holders alike, represented the dominant eco-

16 See Works (Lodge ed.), VIII, 232.
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nomic interests of their respective constituencies rather than
their personal interests.” *°

H. D. Laswell’s characterization of politics as the question
of “Who gets what, when, how?” was no less pertinent to the
Federalists of the 1790’s than the Democrats of the 1930’s. For
example, the preamble of the first tariff measure gave its pur-
pose as “the encouragement and protection of manufactures.”
The debates, logrolling, and ba}j)ancing of interests on this
measure set the familiar pattern of tariff-making. Pennsylvani-
ans wanted protection for molasses, rum, and steel. Massa-
chusetts wanted molasses on the free list because of its use in
the manufacture of rum, was doubtful about the duty on rum
itself, but did not object to protection on steel. The South was
willing to have molasses taxed, but not rum and steel. Con-
gressmen from the transmontane districts of Virginia and
North Carolina (the Kentucky and Tennessee region) op-
posed the demand of the coastal merchants for a tariff on salt
required by western cattle-raisers, but the inlanders gave in
when compensated by protection on hemp.*’

Manufactures were, of course, in their infancy, but they
constituted a distinct Federalist interest to be taken care of.
American forges and furnaces as early as 1775 were producing
as much bar iron as England and Wales. By 1789 the indus-
trial revolution had by no means arrived and “manufacturer,”
as the Fathers used that term, signified a handicraft laborer
in a shop or home instead of a factory-owner. During the spe-
cial session of 1789 Congress was almost deluged with peti-
tions for protection, coming from Baltimore, from the me-
chanics and manufacturers of New York, the tradesmen and
manufacturers of. Boston, all of which cities had been active
centers in promoting the Constttution. The roi)e-makers, hat-
ters, pewterers, soap-boilers, and tallow-chandlers, wool-card-
makers, ship-carvers, sail-makers, cabinet-makers, coach-mak-
ers, tailors,%rass-founders, and coppersmiths were among the
Boston petitioners for heavy duties. These, by the way, were

18 C. A. Beard: Economic Origins of Jeffersontan Democracy, p. 195.
17 See A. M. Simons: Social Forces in American History, pp. 109, 110;
D. R. Dewey: Financial History of the United States, p. 81.
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not aristocrats, but workers, and the fact that special protec-
tion was laid by this first tariff on such articles as cordage,

.

nails, ipon, and glass indicates that this element in the Feder-
alj;%z.:ty was not ignored.

hile we shall find the working classes being attracted
largely to the Jeffersonian group combination as it develops,
nevertheless it is significant that the Federalists gave their
rebuttal to Thomas Jefferson’s severe stricture against the
working classes of the cities.® Federalist journalists pointed
out that in America the “working man could escape [from
poverty] by taking up land in the west,” and that it was
“highly probable much higher wages can be afforded to man-
ufacturers and artists than is usually paid those descriptions
in Europe, particularly Great Britain.”** In fact, Harrison
Gray Otis rallied to the Federalist Party even the ship calkers
and shoemakers who had rioted as radicals during the Revo-
tion. They saw their welfare involved in the growth of Amer-
ican shipping and are thus an early illustration of the tendency
of the laborer throughout our history to vote for jobs rather
than to constitute a group with distinct class interests. More-
over, even the Federalist Party, though certainly not so com-
plete a cross-section of American society as later major po-
litical parties, was, nevertheless, a broader combination of
interests than has been generally assumed. Its career was brief
because of its fatal neglect of inland agrarian interests, but to
dismiss it as merely a group of aristocrats would be as gro-
tesque an over-simplification as to assume that the present
Republican Party is simply an aggregation of capitalists. For
example, Dixon Ryan Fox discovered that the Negro voters of
New York City not only were numerous enough to swing a
close election at the turn of the century but were almost all
Federalists. Formerly slaves in Federalist homes, they had
imbibed Federalist opinions, and when emancipated by their
masters who were turning abolitionist, they gratefully sup-
ported that party. This allegiance was intensified by the fac
that the Jeffersonian workingman, in fear of the competition

18 See Notes on Virginia, p. 302.
19 Gazette of the United States, September 7, 1791.
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of these freedmen, bitterly opposed the abolitionists.*
Since New England contained the strongest elements of
the Federalist combination, Hamilton’s program rewarded
that section handsomely. New England fishermen, who had
been reduced to a condition “worse than slavery,” found com-
pensation for the loss of the royal bounty on dried codfish by
a similar subsidy from the Federal Treasury. The shipowners,
who had been almost crowded out of American harbors by
English sails, flourished once more under preferential ton-
nage duties only one fifth as great as those that burdened
foreign-built vessels. With such policies providing steadier
employment, shipbuilding mechanics and artisans could be
loyal Federalists. The maritime interests, dependent upon a
relatively unimpeded flow of exports and imports — that is to
say, loaded vessels on both the outgoing and the homeward
voyage — might have gagged at tariff measures had not the
duties laid to protect certain interests been so light that tariff
historians hesitate to consider them genuinely protective.*
The time was to come, in due course, when the eternal
gratitude of Federalist New England to Hamilton was to be
given its perfect expression in Webster’s classic phrases: “He
smote the rock of the national resources and abundant streams
of revenue gushed forth; he touched the dead corpse of Public
Credit, and it sprang upon its feet.” The orator ignored the
fact that these “abundant streams of revenue” flowed to a
great extent into the pockets of New Englanders. The wealth
these Yankees had drawn from the sea through privateering
and profiteering had gone largely into the buying of depreci-
ated Revolutionary War securities. By the summer of 1790
speculation was wilder in Boston even than in New York. Five
years later Massachusetts citizefls were receiving $300,000
annually in interest on United States securities while citizens
of Virginia, the most populous state, were receiving only one
fifth as much.?> Many of these new six per cent Federal se-
curities had been obtained by the exchange, at par, of old cer-

" 20 “The Negro Vote in Old New York,” Political Science Quarterly, XXX
(June 1917), pp. 225 fF.
21 F, W. Taussig: Tariff History of the United States, p. 15.
22 See C. A. Beard in the American Historical Review, XIX, p. 294.
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tificates that had been picked up at twenty cents or less on the
dollar and consequently represented a twenty-five to fifty per
cent annual return on the investment, speculative though it
may have been at the time of purchase.

It was these nouveaux riches among the New England Fed-
eralists who intensified the class animosity of the party toward
the common man. Having replaced only recently the old aris-
tocracy of the Tories, who had larfely fled with the evacuat-
ing British army from Boston, and conscious that their posi-
tion was not yet securely established, they bitterly resented
the stubborn refusal of the masses to accord them the homage
and obedience they insisted was due them.*

Massachusetts had been groaning under the heaviest debt
of any state, the very debt whose burden Boston merchants
had succeeded in shifting onto the land and polls of the farm-
ers until Shays led them in revolt. We have seen Hamilton
trade a capital site to get the burden of such debts shifted
from the states to the nation at large, concealed in consump-
tion taxes. Such was the whisky tax, soon to set the Allegheny
slopes aflame with another insurrection. Incidentally, this tax
served somewhat to protect New England rum-distillers from
the competition of Pennsylvania whisky.** Agrarian states,
such as Virginia, could hardly reconcile themselves to the
policy which required those states that had already dis-
charged their own debts to set about now, through Federal
taxation, paying the debts of the less provident commercial
states.

- The Constitution, the new government, and the Federalists
were all three the beneficiaries of the upward trend of the
business cycle in the early nineties. By the beginning of
Washington’s second term the war between France and Eng-
land had given Federalist shipowners a near monopoly of
the neutral carrying trade. It was this war, togither with the
French Revolution, rising presently to the shrillness of the
Reign of Terror, that transtormed the opposing alliances of

28 See A. E. Morse: The Federalist Party in Massachusetts, pp. 37-8.
2¢ See H. C. Hockett: Political and Social Growth of the United States,
1492-1865, p. 317.
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Federalist and anti-Federalist interests into integrated par-
ties with intensified, though semi-rational, convictions. The
sentimental insistence of the agrarians on a declaration of
war against England in order to fulfill our obligations to our
Revolutionary ally, France, was countered by the Federalist
policy of neutrality. The Federalists perceived that England
was a nation whose trade we needed far more than she
needed ours. We bought one twelfth of her exported manu-
factures in 1789. Before long much of the customs duties on
our imports was flowing through the Federal Treasury into
the pockets of Federalist security-holders. The mad agrarians
would kill the goose that laid these golden eggs by declaring
war on England.’

Then England almost forced war through her Orders in
Council, under which she seized neutral vessels loaded with
grain for France and later the French West Indies. When a
New England merchantman dropping into a British West
Indies harbor could be fallen on by a band of ruffians, its
cargo seized, the vessel dismantled or made captive, the crew
imprisoned or impressed into His Majesty’s service, all under
pretext that it was involved in trade with France, and with
no chance for justice in an Admiralty court, even such an
Anglophile as Hamilton had to condemn the practice. Atlan-
tic shipping interests were turning to the Republicans, who
began to bid for their votes by championing their rights.
Shipbuilding suffered and unemployment spread, especially
in New England. Under the pressure Con%ess enacted an
embargo and began preparations for war with England. News
leaked across the Canadian border that Lord Dorchester,
British commander at Detroit, had promised the Indians of
the Northwest aid in driving the’ Americans south of the Ohio.
Fortunately it was not known in the United States then that
the Lieutenant-Governor of Canada had invaded the North-
west Territory and erected and occupied a fort at the rapids
of the Maumee River, where General Wayne was soon to
crush the power of the Indians at the Battl?of Fallen Tim-
bers, almost under the guns of the British fort.

President Washington sought to avoid war by sending John
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Jay to negotiate the differences with England. Jay’s trump
card, the threat of joining Denmark and Sweden in armed
neutrality against England’s paper blockade, was ruined by
Hamilton’s unpardonable admission to the British Minister
that the American policy was to avoid European alliances.
The inequitable treaty Lgat Jay brought home provided the
issue on which our first presidential contest was waged.

Though the treaty of 1783 had obligated the British to
evacuate the forts in the Northwest, they still held them as a
pledge against the American agreement to enforce the collec-
tion of planters’ debts to English creditors. The planters had
the counter-claim that the British had carried away thousands
of their slaves at the close of the Revolutionary War. Specu-
lators in Western lands were convinced that the British occu-~
pation of the forts incited the Indians and made their hold-
ings unsalable, while American fur traders were losing half
a million dollars annually because of the presence of the Brit-
ish soldiers.?

When Jay returned to America with the results of his nego-
tiations, his treaty astonished even the Federalists. Southern-
ers grew furious when they learned that, while their claims
for stolen slaves had been ignored, the planters’ pre-Revolu-
tionary debts to English creditors were to be paid in full with
interest, all in specie, as determined by a mixed commission
to sit in London. They recalled that Jay was the statesman
who, in 1783, had proposed to trade away their right to navi-
gation of the Mississippi in return for commercial concessions
to Northern interests. Now, as a known abolitionist, he was
believed to be bartering away the just claims for their stolen
slave property in exchange for special commercial concessions
to his fellow Federalists.** And the maladroit Hamilton
merely fanned the flames of passion when he condoned the
conduct of the British in carrying away the slaves by arguing
that it would have been as odious and immoral a thing as
could be conceived of “to have abandoned to their masters

25 See A. C. McLaughlin: “Western Posts and British Debts,” American
Historical Association Reports, 1894, pp. 413, 418.

26 F, A. Ogg: “Jay’s Treaty and the Slavery Interests of the United
States,” American Historical Association Reports, 1901, pp. 275 ff.
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Negroes who had been induced to quit them with the promise
of freedom.” ** Jay’s suspected vindictiveness seemed proved
beyond peradventure by his innocent blunder of consenting
to an agreement not to export cotton, not knowing it to be an
American export. Nor is this lack of knowledge so remarkable
when we recall that the cotton gin, not yet three years old,
had yet to exert its stimulus on cotton-production.

T])u,ere were advantages to some, however, even if none of
them accrued to the luckless agrarians. The forts were to be
evacuated, to the chagrin of the Indians and the advantage
of Northern settlers, speculators, trappers, and fur traders.
The shipowners were to have “full and complete compensa-
tion” for losses and damage by irregular and illegal capture
or condemnation of American vessels, owned, of course, al-
most exclusively by Federalists. “In short it was through nec-
essity or design or a mixture of both a thoroughly partisan
document tender to Northern commercial interests as far as it
wrung any concessions at all from Great Britain.” **

President Washington said that “the cry against the treaty
was like that against a mad dog,” the opposition condemning
particularly the alleged violation of our obligation to France.*
Jay was burned in effigy, Hamilton stoned for defending the
treaty, and the British Minister openly insulted. In Philadel-
Ehia, New York, and Boston the treaty was endorsed by cham-

ers of commerce, which were practically Federalist political
clubs. In New York the dissenting members of the Chamber
of Commerce sought to make it a Tory measure by charging
that of the fifty-nine members who supported the treaty,
only eighteen had lived outside the British lines during the
Revolution.®
.{ In 1796 the Federalists elected their last President, John
Adams, by the narrow margin of three electoral votes. The
burden ofy the unpopular treaty was almost too much. Fortu-
nately John Adams was not, like Hamilton, pro-British. Dur-
ing the first generation under the Constitution, state legisla-

27 Works (Lodge ed.), 1V, 398, 419.

28 Beard: Economic Origins of Jeffersonian Democracy, p. 283.
29 Writings (Ford ed.), XIII, 77.

30 C. A. Beard, op. cit., pp. 289, 290.
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tures quite generally chose the electors in a presidential
election, and consequently these were not, in the modern
sense, popular contests at the polls. Nevertheless, the distribu-
tion of electoral votes between John Adams and Thomas Jef-
ferson presents all the appearance of a referendum on Jay’s
treaty. North of the Potomac Jefferson received fourteen votes
in Pennsylvania and four in Maryland. South of the Potomac
Adams received one vote in Virginia and one in North Caro-
lina.

The Federalists’ days were certainly numbered. The hand-
writing was on the wall although no Daniel was at hand to
decipher and interpret the message. Their remaining years
are so intimately involved in the rise of their opponents to
power that the discussion of them may be deferred. Why was
it such a shortlived party? In answering this question let it
be borne in mind that the Federalists never conceived of
their group combination as constituting a political party, be-
cause they did not believe in such an institution. Represent-
ing, at least so far as New England was concerned, a “cordial
union between the clergy, the magistracy, the bench and bar
and respectable society throughout the State,”** their com-
bination was dominated by a ruling class that had created
public opinion since early colonial times and regarded as in-
disputable its right to rule. John Adams was but their spokes-
man when he wrote to his radical cousin, Samuel: “Blind, in-
distinguishing reproaches against the aristocratical part of
mankind, a division which nature has made and we cannot
abolish, are neither pious nor benevolent. They are as per-
nicious as they are false. They serve only to foment prejudice,
jealousy, envy, animosity, and malevolence.” The Federalists
were but perpetuating the early Puritan tradition epitomized
by John Cotton’s rhetorical question: “If the people be gov-
ernors, who shall be governed?”

Existing society, as Federalists conceived it, was static and
stratified, or at any rate ought to be. Hence Hamilton was to
say: “Every institution calculated to restrain the excess of
law making and to keep things in the same states in which

81 Henry Adams: History of the United States, I, 76.
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they happen to be at any given period was likely to do more
good than harm.” The Federalist Party’s brief but brilliant
career of achievement was due, no doubt, to its adaptation to
the status quo of the 1790’s. For a brief moment in the long
sweep of history it captured a balance of social forces and
narrowly missed institutionalizing it permanently. Its leaders
failed to see and consequently neglected certain dynamic fac-
tors inherent in American society. Indeed Hamilton’s program
piled rewards unnecessarily on already faithful adherents
of the Federalist cause and neglected the essential politi-
cal tactics of courting other interests capable of providing
new recruits. The steady growth of the inland settlements
doomed any party obsessed with European concepts of so-
ciety and politics. When the Reign of Terror came to France,
the Federalists were unable to distinguish frontier agrarian
opponents from Parisian proletarian sans-culottes. So they
railed futilely at the refusal of virile agrarians to submit com-
placently to the rule of their “betters.”

Since the Federalists denied the very legitimacy of a politi-
cal party, they never openly effected any such party organi-
zation as has characterized every other major American party.
Utterly abhorrent to them was the idea that the body of Fed-
eralist voters had any right either directly or indirectly to
choose local, county, or state party committeemen. Their her-
itage of English social philosophy prevented their establish-
ing an “American” political party organization. A “conven-
tion” would suggest the bloody “Jacobins.” However, they
were compelled to establish their own oligarchical system of

arty management, based upon the frank assumption of the
right of the leaders to rule the party. In Massachusetts the
sovereign authority of the party resided in the Federalist leg-
islative caucus, a committee of which appointed the county
committees, and these controlled the town committees and
through them determined nominations to the legislature and
managed the campaigns. All this was clandestine, however,
and the very existence of the organization was kept secret, as
was their Federalist National Convention of 1808.
This secrecy was due to the fact that the Federalists could
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not openly organize since they condemned any organization
of their opponents. The Federalists’ opponents challenged
the status quo; they would overthrow the ruling class, and
their activity therefore partook of the nature of a conspiracy,
revolutionary in character. Popular sovereignty, as their op-
ponents proclaimed it, also smacked of pernicious French
Jacobinism. The leading members of the Federalist Party
ought to determine nominations and party business without
consulting the common voter of the party, whose implicit
obedience was expected. Nor should anyone be misled by the
Washington Benevolent Societies, organized as Federalist po-
litical clubs. Through charity they sought to hold the alle-
giance of the poorer classes.

The Federalists succeeded, to their own satisfaction, in
making the terms “Federalist” and “patriot” synonymous.
When Washington condemned the “self constituted demo-
cratic societies,” he was expressing the Federalist intolerance
of organized opposition. In his “Farewell Address” he clarified
this position in the statement that “all combinations and as-
sociations under whatever plausible character, with the real
design to direct, control, counteract or awe the regular delib-
eration of the constituted authorities, are destructive of this
fundamental principle and of fatal tendency.” *2 Shortly be-
fore his death he paid unconscious tribute to the growing
solidarity of the Republican movement that would over-
whelm the Federalists a year or two later. “Let that party set
up a broomstick,” he wrote to Governor Trumbull, “and call
it a true son of liberty —a democrat — or give it any epithet
that will suit their purpose and it will command their votes
in toto.” ** In the same year John Marshall was complaining
that nothing debases or pollutes the human mind more than
a political party.** Surely this ardent Federalist could not have
conceived of those professing his political faith as constitut-
ing anything so reprehensible as a political party. It was the
odious opposition only that answered that description.

32 J, D. Richardson: Messages of the Presidents, 1, 217.
83 Writings (Ford ed.), XIII, 190.
3¢ A, J. Beveridge: Life of John Marshall, 11, p. 410.



52 )

CHAPTER III
THE ANTI-FEDERALISTS
&

“It [the Constitution] was, to the masses, something new, vague
and awful; something to oppress the poor, the weak, the debtor,
the settler; something to strengthen and enrich the already strong
and opulent, the merchant, the creditor, the financial interests.”
ALBERT ]. BEVERIDGE.®

THE GeNEsis of Jeffersonian democracy is to be sought
among the elements that constituted colonial society. Geo-
graphically it was rooted in what early historians desi%nated
the “Old West,” the interior or upcountry of pre-Revolution-
ary America. This long strip of back country extended from
Maine to Georgia, with perhaps a million inhabitants on the
eve of the Revolutionary War. Similarity of conditions along
this western fringe of settlement had produced a society with
common characteristics and ideas. Recruited from migrant
mechanics and the poorer whites of the older settlements as
well as immigrants from Europe, especially the Scotch-Irish,
these settlers had purchased or squatted upon the holdings
of land speculators. Since they were debtors to the towns,
their conscious identity of interests was manifested by intense
animosity against the older settlements.

These backwoodsmen had been profoundly stirred by the
religious revival known as theé “Great Awakening” of 1740.
Denominationally they were adherents of the dissenting sects,
Presbyterian, Baptist, and Methodist, and in most colonies
had been embittered against the established churches, Con-

_ gregational in New England and Episcopal in the South,
which they were taxed to support. In North Carolina no mar-

® John Marshall, 1, 37. By permission of Houghton Mifflin Company,
publishers.



CHAPTER 11: The Anti-Federalists 53

riage was legal unless celebrated by one of the very few An-
glican clergymen there. The widely circulated rumor that an
Anglican bishopric was about to be established in America
was one of the minor provocations of the American Revolu-
tion. The “popish” symbols that dissenters had fled across the
Atlantic to escape were about to pursue them into the very
wilderness. The political color of these dissenters was evident
enough when the free-thinker Jefferson paid, out of his own
pocket, the salary of the first Baptist missionary in Illinois in
recognition of his service in organizing churches of the demo-
cratic order on the frontier.

The most important single ethnic group in the colonial de-
mocracy was the Scotch-Irish. These extraordinarily virile
people had come to America already hardened by pioneering
and border warfare. Migrating first to northern Ireland early
in the seventeenth century, they had served as a Protestant
buffer against the Catholic Irish. They transformed the wild
moorlands of Ulster into cultivated fields and gardens and
established flourishing linen and woolen textile industries.
But when competing English industries had induced Par-
liament to outlaw their products and rack-renting landlords
had provoked civil war, a tide of migration to America
set in. The flood of immigrants alarmed Cotton Mather and
John Winthrop, but they passed on promptly to the Massa-
chusetts border.” Strange to say, they contributed in time
more to the New England population than the Puritans them-
selves, and since New England did not develop its peculiar
traits until after the influx of the Scotch-Irish, they played
their part, too, in the making of the “New England Yankee.” *

In even greater numbers these Scotch-Irish poured into
Pennsylvania, to the vexation of the proprietors. “It looks as
if Ireland is to send all its inhabitants hither, for last week
not less than six ships arrived, and every day two or three
arrive also,” wrote James Logan, Penn’s secretary, in 1729.*

1 Claude Bowers: Jefferson and Hamilton, p. 145.

2 See S. P, Orth: Our Foreigners, pp. 10, 11.

8 H. J. Ford: The Scotch-Irish in America, pp. 523, 524.

4 Quoted by Morison and Commager: Growth of the American Repub-
lic, 1, 55.
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As incorrigible squatters they took possession of the pro-
prietors’ frontier land, defending their appropriation with
the pious observation: “It was against the laws of God and
of Nature that so much land should remain idle while so many
Christians wanted to labor on it.”® In eight years squatters,
mostly Scotch-Irish, took possession of 400,000 out of the
670,000 acres occupied in that time. From Pennsylvania thou-
sands of them along with migrating Germans pushed south-
ward along the plateau terraces of the Blue Ridge, through
Maryland, the Shenandoah Valley, the Carolina and Georgia
uplands, until the whole back country from Maine to Georgia
became “the skirmish line of the Scotch-Irish taking posses-
sion of the wilderness.” ¢ John Fiske estimated that by the
time of the Revolution they constituted one sixth of the popu-
lation, but as a factor in our political history they exerted an
influence out of all proportion to their numbers.

The Scotch-Irishman became the typical frontiersman, “the
long-limbed pioneer, with the long knife, the long gun and
the long memory.” An orthodox Calvinist, he was severely
dogmatic, emphasizing the Old rather than the New Testa-
ment.” To him the Indians were heathens to be smitten like
Canaanites and their lands appropriated by the Chosen
People.

. AIf)ter the French and Indian War the British ministry de-
cided to set aside the West as a vast Indian reservation. The
consequent establishment of the Proclamation Line around
the headwaters of the Atlantic rivers as a western limit of set-
tlement enraged the frontiersmen at such tenderness toward
the savages. It was this ministerial policy, indeed, that made
allies of frontiersmen and tidewater planters on at least one
issue, thus foreshadowing the Jeffersonian Republican com-
bination a generation later. The planter grew his tobacco un-
der conditions of high fixed costs on soil undergoing rapid
depletion, but was compelled by law to sell it only in the ma-
nipulated English market. Victims of adverse circumstance,

. 5 Quoted by Morison and Commager: Growth of the American Repub-
ic, 1, 56.

¢ S. P. Orth, op. cit,, p. 12.

7 Carl Wittke: We Who Built America, p. 54.
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nearly all the great planters sought to recoup their declining
fortunes by the fur trade and speculation in Western land.
Suddenly the Proclamation Line denied this opportunity for
relief, and when Parliament’s Currency Act vetoed the agrar-
ian demand for cheap money, economic ruin seemed ines-
capable.® No wonder Virginia was to have fewer Tories than
any other state during the Revolution and at the end of the
century, in the Second Revolution, the leadership of the
state overthrew the pro-British Federalists and established
the Virginia dynasty.

As early as 1760 Virginia already had a genuinely demo-
cratic party. As a group combination it consisted of small
farmers along the upper rivers, tobacco-growers from the
ridges between, and hunters and trappers from the slopes
of the Alleghenies all from the twenty-one western counties
of the colony, with whom were combined the hitherto inert
and unorganized mass of small proprietors and slave-owners
in the old counties.’

The combination grew under the superb political leader-
ship of Patrick Henry. As an impressionable youth Patrick had
gone with his mother to hear the soul-stirring revival sermons
of Samuel Davis, the greatest of the Southern New Light
Presbyterian preachers and an outstanding leader of the de-
mocratizing “Great Awakening.” Rousing revival exhorta-
tions made their indelible mark on pioneer oratory and, in a
very true sense, determine