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J>R.B1'ACE 1'0 THE SECOND EDITIO.:\ , 

The manifest encroachments of the general Government, have kept afoe 
the attention of the people to its proceedings from the date of the first edi
tion of this pamphlet in 1824 to the present time. The claims of the majo
rity in Congress to unlimited, uncontrollable authority and power over the 
minority, boldly adrnnced and desperately acted on, have brought this 
Union of independent, sovereign states, nearly to its close. The Govern

·rnent of the U. Stales is now, not a confecleratecl, constitutional, but a con. 
solidated Guvernrnent; a government, wherein a congress majority claims 
to be omnipotent; wherein the constitution is construed as the majority 
chooses to constrne it; wherein general welfare is any thi~g that a ma· 
jority chooses to call &o; · and wherein the minority are openly declared to 
have no rights whatever but what the majority think it prudent to dole out to 
them. That majority now claims to be the sole and exclusive judge of the 
extent of the powers committed to it. I know of no definition of Tyranny, 
!mt J,o·a:er usw'j>ed, unlimited, and uncontrolled. If my reader knows of any 
other definition more accurate, let him ,apply it to the GoYernment under 
which we live. 

Is this a state of thing·s wherein a Republican ,may exclaim, "This is to 
be sure, a subjection to manifest injustice and oppression, but let us wait, 
let us have patience" \Vail! Have we not waited these seven long years? 
l'atience ! llow has our patience aide cl us, except by affording time and 
temptation to our .idversaries to heap insult upon injury, and injury upon 
insi,lt ! Is it not the ycry remedy recommended by our_{oppressors ! The 
mo~e patience we have while they rivet the yoke on our necks, the better 
for them. Ought any friend to the American Union, any man who owes 
allegiance to the constitution of the U. ::Hates, wait patiently and submit 
quietly to eYery infraction of the national compact,l_which an unprincipled 
majority may venture to commit ? I think not! 

This pamphlet has been republished in various· parts of the U. States. 
A new edition is called for here; and I. ha Ye thought fit very briefly to draw 
up an expose of what are now called the South Cai·olina Doctrines, which 
the very able debate in the senate on l\lr. Foot's resolution respecting 
"the public lands," last winter (1830) bas brought prominently before the 
public. They amount in fact, to the Virginia construction of the U. S, 
Constitution as her most accreclitecl _politicians Jefferson, Madison, Giles, 
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1:> tephen T hompson ll!ason, Niol:olas, &c., proponmleu i1 , at the memL 
ruble era from 1797 to 1801 ; and which, till revivecl by the spirit of South 
Carolina, was in jeopardy of being overwhelmed by the consoliclationists of 
the North. To that debate on the public lands, an<l the expositions of 
General Uayne on that, occasion in reply to Mr. \\' ebster, we owe much 
that ought never to be forgotten. All the evils of S. Carolina now com
plained of, were foreseen and foretold by Patrick Jfem·y on the 4th of 
June, 1788, an<l an the subsequent <lays of Co1wentional debate. 

My own brief statement of the South Carolina Doctrines I have added 
to this euition i11 an appendix. ].'or a more able, as well as a more detailed 
exposition, I refer the reader to the Southern Review, No. XI, for August 
18.30, page 140.-A review written by one whom S. Carolina may well 
confide in, and whose mode ofyiewing the subject has my full concurrence. 

THOMAS COOPER, 
,g11/;1!fl, 1830. 

PREFACE TO THE l~IRST EDI'rIO.'.\. 

,vhat is meant by Consolidation ? ,viwt are the distinctiYe characters 
of the n:nEnAL and ANTI-FEDE UAL parties! Many persons use the words 
without any accurate ideas annexed to them. To throw some light on the 
subject, I have drawn up a brief history of the two parties, which I submit 
to the reader's consideration; assuring him that, however I differ from the 
politicians who have been, and usually are, called "Federalists, I concede the 
same right to them that I take to myself. I firmly believe the majority of 
that party are as intelligent, as honest, and as patriotic as their opponents ; 
and that the ultimate good of the country is the object of both, The mode 
of pursuing it makes the difference in opinion, an<l in conduct. 

The following is the statement of an Anti-Federalist; who beliel'cs it tu 
be true, and submits it to the consideration of his fellow citizens. lie dis
approves of the measures, but gives the full credit to the motives of those 
who differ from him. The tribtnrnl of the public is the proper coqrt of 

11ppea\. 



DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE. 

1.VE, THE REPRESEXTATIVES oF THE UNITED SrATES, in gene
ral Congress assembled, ,;, '-' ;, do solemnly publish and de
clare, that these United Colonies are, and of right ought to be 
free, sovereign, and independent states: and, hat as free and in
dependent statl's, they have full power to levy war, conclude 
peace, contract alliances, establish commerce, and <lo all othe1• 
acts and things which independent states may of right do. 1776. 

This language was adopted by the confederation of 1777, 
which called itself the UNITED STATI•:s of America, and which 
declares that each state retains its sovereignty; adopting as the 
end :lnd design of their meeting, "the common defence and ge
neral welfare" of the states thus united. The proreedings of the 
confederation ot 1777, were not to be valid till they were confirm
ed by the several legislatures of all the United ~tates. The pro
balJility that this might not be finally obtained to an instrument 
containing so many provisions, occasioned the subsequent agree, 
ment in 1787, that the constitution then adopted should be valid, 
when ratified by nine out of the thirteen Umted States. 

In each of these cases, the confederntion of 1777, and the con
vention of 1787, c·onsisted of delegate;; or representatives, not 
from the people of the United States, but. from the several anc.l 
respective states, in their capacity of states, free, sovereign and 
independent of each other, as of all the rest of the world. The 
people of the respective states chose that this should be the mode 
of transacting the IJusiness of the confederation, and they accedecl 
to it when finished. Had they chosen to send representatives in 
their character of the people of the U. States, or of North Ameri
ca, or of the heretofore British Colonies, they might have done so; 
but they directed, or permitted their state representatives to send 
delegates representing each separate, sovereign, and independent 
;;tate; and to rati(y the constitution thus considered, framed, and· 
adopted, in their character as represcntati\•es of states, and not 
as representatives of the people. This mode of transacting the 
Lusiness, throughout the whole period of meeting ancl dehate was, 
and enr since ~ha,- her;~, arceded to by the peup!e. 
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. The i 11dependence am1 separate sovereignty of each state of the 
C11io11, therefore, never was at any momcnt..conceded, or in any 
manner or degree renounced. The conlederatcd states consented 
that this sovereignty should not be exercised on the objects com 
rnitted exclusiYely to the federal government b)' the constitution 
of 1787. These objects are separately stated, defined and limit
ed by the constitution: many powers and oujects proposed during 
the debates on the constitution, were rejected, and finally, by the 
tenth article of the amendments to the constitution, it is declared , 
that" The powers not delegated to the United States by the con
stitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the 
states respectively, or to the people." Demonstrating beyond all 
doubt, that the constitution of the United States was an instru
ment conveying specilic, expressed, and limited powers, and 
those only: that the frderal govrrnmrnt was a creature of the 
several independent states that cpnsented to it; and that so far 
from being sovereign, independent, and uncontrollable, it was 
originally created, is now kept in forcr, and may be altered, limi
ted, controlled, or annulled, at the will of the several independent 
states or sovereignties, who united to give it existence. 

All this agrees with the plain and obvious meaning of the state 
instructions to the deputies from the twelve states who met in 
t>hiladelphia to form the constitution of the United States; and 
particukrly with the language of South Carolina, whose dele~ates 
were in~tructed to meet on that occasion, and "devise such al
terations as may be thought necessary to render the federal con· 
stitution entirely adequate to the actual situation and future good 
government of the confcde;·ated states." None of the credentials 
contained a word of a national government, or national union. 
This delegation ot State, (not nat10nal,) representatives, met and 
was organized at Philadelphia, on the ~9th of May, 1787. There 
were at that time three distinct parties in the delegation, as we 
learn from the propositions actually made and debated, in Mr. 
Justice Fates' arcount of their proceedings, and the notes taken 
and.published by Mr. 1.uther Jllm·tin, of Baltimore, which are the 
only authentic documents of the proceedings or that assembly 
now extant; Major Jackson's, aad Mr. Madison's notes will pro
bably be published after their decease. Many accounts and anec
dotes might be obtained from private recollections, but they do 
not exist to the public. Lloyd's Congressional Register embra
ces an early period of congressional debates after the constitution 
wa,s adopted. Indeed, so fearful were the members of that federal 
delegation of their proceedin$s and desi,,.ns alarming the peeple, 
who were at first the 11rnjonty, particuYarly the Consolidation 
party, that" the members were prohibited even from taking copies 
of resolutions on which the convention were deliberating, or ex
tracts of any kind from the journals, without formally moving for, 
and obtaining a vote of permission for that purposc}'-.ll'Jm·tin's 
Sec1·et Proceedings of the Convention, p. 12. 

The three parties were these: 
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J. One ,, hose object was, to abolish and annihilate all state 
governments, and to bring forward one general government over 
this extensive continent, of a monarchial nature, under certain re
strictions and limitations. The characteristic expression and 
countersign of this party was, "R\TIONAL." The leaders of this 
party were Col. Hamilton, whose plan of government to this pur
pose, was read and proposed by him, in convention, on the 18th 
June. It was too coercive, and did not succeed. Mr. Randolph, 
Mr. Pierce Butler, Mr. Governeur Morris, Mr. Charles Pinckney, 
Mr. Madison, were in favor of establishing a N ATlONAL gov
ernment in lieu of a federal union; of giving to this government 
supreme power; and of annulling every state law that interfered 
with the acts of the supreme and paramount general government; 
not much dilferingfrom Col. Hamilton's propo,al, which connrt
ed the several states into provinces. The leading opponents of 
this plan, and the defenders of state rights, were Mr. John Dick· 
inson, author of the ·Fanner's Letters, and ~1r. Patterson. The 
consolidation mcml;:ers were at first, six out of eight. Mr. Dick
inson's plan of a federal government was rejected the day after 
Col. Hamilton's project was read, viz. June l~th. His party was 
characterised by the word, "FEDERAL." 

By this time eleven states had appeared, and the fedeml, or 
state party, had increased to five; the consolidation, or national 
party, remaining six. The deputies from New Hampshire came 
in on June 2Sd. The great question came to issue on June 25th, 
when it was proposed and seconded, to erase the term NATION
AL, and to substitute the word, UNITED ST A TES, which 
passed in the affirmative: this ended the struggle between the -
1mrty of Col. Hamilton, of Messrs. Randolph, Butler, Morris, 
Pinckney and Madison-and that of Mr. John Dickinson, and 
his adherents, who were in favor of the preservation of state inde
pendence, state sovereignty, nnd state rights, in every case not 
specifically and clearly conceded in the instrument then under 
debate, called the Constitution. 

The second party did not advocate the abolition of state SOY· 

ereignty, or state rights; but they wished to establish such a sys
tem as would give theii' own states some preponderance. This 
party and the first coalesced for the most part. 

The third party consisted of the real friends of a federal, not 
a national consolidated government; to be instituted as the crea
ture of the several states, acting in thefr sovereign and indepen
dent characters; and conceding so much power, and no more, as 
was necessary to promote the general welfare of this union o[ 
states: expressing, limiting, and defining the specific powers so 
conceded, as caut10u1,ly as the occasion seemed to require. 

We have seen thnt this party, (until about the year 1790, call
ed the Federal party, succeeded on the 25th of June. The term 
national, the watchword of the party in favor of consolidation, 
was therefore relinquished, in all the subsequent procPeding~ of 



8 

the conventio!1. On the 18th n~ .Aug,ust it wa~ proposed to C!ll • 

'power the legislature of the U mtcd States, to grant charters of 
incorporation in cases where the public good may require them, 
and the authority of a single state may be incompetent; and to 
e.stablish an university .. Th~se, with some other similar proposi
tions, made by the consohdatrnn party, were referred to a commit
tee which had bt:en raised on 23d June. The two propositions 
above mentioned, were debated, and finally negatived on the 14th 
September. Affording a foll and decisive proof, that the powers 
conceded to Congress are specific, limited, enumerated powers; 
that do not emanate as of course from any abstract principle of 
what the public good may require; but from the deliberate con
cessions and absolute will of the sovereign and independent states, 
who then met in convention to define and declare how many, and 
what powers were 1·equired by the public good. If Congress acts 
upon this vague and comprehensive principle of the general wel
fare, it assumes a power not delegated; and it usurps the authority 
of the convention, by whose will it was created. The object of 
the convention was to ascertain what kind and degree of authority 
the public good actually required to be delegated to Congress. 
The members of that convention met for that purpose, and for 
that purpose only; they deliberated, they settled, and enacted 
whatever they thought necessary for that purpose, and they com
mitted to Congress no part of their own peculiar power. If Con
gress do exercise the authority of a convention, it is exercised by 
usurpation: and whether it be don<' by the ingenious subterfuge 
of implication and construction-by management and contrivance 
in any covert and indirect way-or openly, boldly, and directly, 
it is in either case a fraud on the community. Congress was 
created and appointed, not as a supreme, but subordinate autho
rity; to put in force the powers committed to its charge by the 
constitution-not to delegate at i:J own will and plea&ure new 
}Jowers to itself, unknown to, unthought of, unexpressed, and un
sanctioned by the framers of that instrument-a body of men cer
tainly paramount in authority to congress, which owes its powers, 
properties, and existence, to that convention. 

The secrecy enjoined on the members of the convention at the 
early period of their meeting, and when the national or consolida
tion party, were six to two, was a most suspicious circumstance. 
For who would desire to keep the public in ignorance, but those 
who wish to take some advantage by means of secrecy? It is 
clear that the 1tropositions made in the early part of th~t conven
tioo, were deemed unpopular by the proposers, or their conduct 
would have challenged pub! ic inquiry, instead of shrinking from 
it. For all these facts, and the correctness of the preceding state
ment, I appeal t9 the minutes of that c?nvention. published by 
Jud«e Yates, the notes taken liy Mr. Lut11er Martin, and the re
ma1*.s founcled on them by the late John Taylor, of Carolina, i_n 
his new views of the constitution. Col. Hamilton and Mr. l\lalh · 

. 
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:,J ll, nutwithst::mdino- their dissonance, Yery honorably sirrned· the 
constitution. Mr. Ramlolph took time forthe purpose. Co'nO'ress 
first met in March, 1789. Before this, the series of papers c~lled 
the Fede1·alist was published, written chiefly by Col. Hamilton, 
partly by Mr. Madison, and partly by Mr. John Jay; for the pur
pose of reconciling the people to the new constitution which the 
convention had framed in 1787. As we might expect, the party 
distinctions that took place in the convention are rather concealed 
than brought into view in that work. It was a conciliatory pub
lication, and the motives of the authors did them honor. But it is 
ridiculous to cite them as authority for the real views of the pre
vailing party; to which Col. Hamilton and Mr. Madison did not at 
that time cordially accede. After this period, the adherents of Col. 
Hamilton and the consolidation party gradually as:rnmed the de
nomination of federalists, hitherto applied with great propriety to 
their opponents: and the real "federalists," the supporters of the 
independence of the respective states that form our federal union, 
have been at ditferent times since, branded with the appellation 
of anti-federalists, jacobins, republicans, democrats, and radicals. 
Of the fraternity of politicians thus variously designated by the 
ingenious rnanreuvenng of the federal leaders, who well knew the 
force and value of a nickname, the writer of these pages requests 
to be considered as a member: stating it as an historical fact 
within the knowledge of every man conversant with the history 
and progress of om· republican government, that the distinctive 
character of the two great leading parties in the United States 
usua\ll known as Federalists and Democra~s, are these. 

1 he Federalists approving rather of an American Nation, 
than of the United States; of a consolidated and single, than a 
limited and federal government-are desirous of extending the 
power and authority of the- executive, legislative and judicial 
branches of that government: of increasing the military and naval 
establishments of the U. States: of au~menting the salaries, the 
rank and popular estimation of all public functionaries: and of 

~ putting the United States into :.t situation to take part, if ne
cessary, in European politics, and of making them a great and 
energetic nation, one and indivisible. Hence they would repress 
the interference, and drpress the influence of state authorities, 
and keep state rights and pretensions in subordination to the 
powers of the general government. Hence also, ~hey are advo
cates for the extension of the general, or what is now called 
.federal authority, by any means of implication and construction, 
rather than by an appeal to the states under the prescribed form 
of an amendment of the constitution; their policy being to keep 
state interference as much as possible out of view, in theory and 
in practice. Hence also, the absolute and dangerous control 
exercised by the Supreme Court of the United States, over state 
la'l·s, and state decisions. Hence also, the power formerly as
sumed by this party when the reins of government were in thei r 

'2 
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bands, of limiting the rights of the people, and checkiug ilie in· 
convenient practice of free discussion by alien and sedition Jaws. 
Hence also, their dislike, not merely to the horrid practices to 
which the French people were driven or tempted during the 
French Revolution, but also to the principles of that revolution; 
and their predilection for the British government and its forms. 
Hence also, some of the prominent federalists were, and still are, 
admirers of a limited monarchy; and achocates of course, for 
Col. Hamilton's energetic plan of government; with a President 
and Senate, eligible during good behaviour, an absolute veto over 
all state proceedings, and a President over each state, to he ap
pointed by the general government. This party, however, neith~t· 
is, or was numerous; the far greater portion of federalists being 
real friends to a republican form of government, but with a ten
dency to consolidation as the leading trait in it: the whole of 
their· policy.tending to cstabiish one c'onsolidated national govern 
ment, under the control of one system of authority, instead of a 
mere confederation of separate states, delegating expressed and 
limited powers, for expressed and limited purposes.* The origin 
of modern federalism, the distinctive character of the party in its 
commencement and in its progress, was consolidation of the states 
under one government, paramount in nil respects; and to this 
object nil their proposals lead. For want of an accurate know
ledge of the history of parties in our Republic, and the leading 
objects of the two great divisions, many of the republicans have 
been tempted to coincide with federal politic~, and many of the 
federalists are found in the ranks of their usual opponents. In
dli!ed party divisions are productive of consequen.:es so unplea
sant, that good men of all sides are desirous of forgetting and of 
dropping political differences; especially when federalists and 
republicans, the more they see of each other in common society, 
the more they are inclined to respect each othet·'s motives, and 
to approve of each other's general conduct; the public good being 
indubitably the object of the great majority of both parties. Still 
it is the duty of a good man, whether of the one party or of the 
other, to adopt those political measures, and to support that class 
of public men, whose general opinions and line of conduct tend 
to advance the public welfare, according to the leading principles 
which he deems best calculated to promote it. These leading 
principles will, on examination, be found to be a single consoli~ 
dated national gm:ermnent at the e:x:pense of state sovereignty; OR 

a Jedei·al government, with powers strictly limited, under the au
thority delegated by independent states; and to be altered and 
amended by an appeal to them, and in no other way. 

In examining therefore the character anct conduct of public 
• "It Is high time," said Mr. }'enno, (government printer during the 

reign of Mr. J. Adams,) "that we should get rid of this huge sow with her 
barrow of pigs :"-alluding to the general government and the thirteen 
f tl'>tes. 

.. 
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111cn, we must apply this te,t to their doctrines and practices. So 
far as they tend to exalt and increase the character, the powers, and 
the patronage of the general government, at the expense or beyond 
the control of, and without appealing to the state governments · 
they bear clearly the features and physiog~omy of federalism, 
whoever be the proposer, or whaternr may be hisprofessions. 

The .11.nti-Federalist, Republican, Democrat, Radical, (quo
cunque nomir1e gaude,,) is of opinion, that as history clearlv 
shows the tendency of all power to exceed its proper limits, no 
more power should in any case be delegated, than the circum
stan.ces imperiously require, to produce the good intended. That 
the holders of all power should be responsible for the use of it, to 
those who gave it. That if any excess be excusable on either side, 
it is better to concede rather too little than too much, as it is much 
more easy to add than diminish. They are of opinion, that the 
peopl~ and the state governments of tins country never meant to 
institute a magnificent, imposino-, expensive national government 
with extensive powers, and hig~1 prerogatives, calculated to con• 
trol or prostrate the quiet, unpretencting, cheap and salutary 
governments of the separate states-but a government with so 
much power and no more, as might be necessary to manage the 
political transactions of common and general intert>st, in which 
each and every state had the same common concern; interfering 
with state authorities as little as possible. That the more simple 
the apparatus, the fewer the officers of government, and the less 
they required state rights to be conceded, the better. That if 
power sufficient be not conceded, it ought not to be boldly seized 
by direct usurpation, or clandestinely obtained by taking advan
tage of verbal ambiguity, by implication and construction, but ap
plied for by submitting the case under the constitutional form of 
an AMENDMENT, to the legislatures of the respective states; this 
being the mode ofproceedmg specially designated by the framers 
of our constitution, to meet the case. They are of opinion, that 
although parsimony be one thing and frugality another, the cheap
est government is the best government, if it answer the purpose m 
other respects. They particularly object to expensive standing 
armies, and even to a great extent of naval power in time of 
peace,'* not that these institutions should be reduced to insignifi
cancP, but kept under cautious control. They hold, that the pub
lic charr:cter and conduct of all public men and public bodies, 
from the President to a Tide \Vaiter, is fair subject for temperate 
remark; that nothing brings a government so surely into con
tempt as its _dread of discussion and examination; and that in all 

(') Naval power. The principle of the democratic party, was, not to 
keep up such a military or nnval establishment as might tempt us into any 
contest that could be prudently avoided. nut the circumstances of Europe 
have shown, that we cannot avoid a naval establishment on a more extended 
scale, than was contemplated at the commencement of Jefferson's ad
min!st1·at iu n. 
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!"oUCh cases the verdict On trial, ought to be with the jury on the 
law and on the fact, uncontrolled by the court. They adhere to 
the principles of public liberty, as set forth in the Declaration of 
Independence, and in the Federal Constitution, particularly 
claiming a free press, untrammelled by any previous restriction, 
and extending to every subject of human investigation, as the 
dearest and most valuable characteristic of a truly republican 
sovernment. 

For my own part, I go farther, and reviewing the events of 
the last thirty years, I am decidedly of opinion, that the republican 
party has forgotten, in great part, the principles that originally 
characterised it; and they have permitted and acquiesced in one 
encroachment after another, till the power of the President of the 
United States, the power of the Congress of the United States, 
and more than all, the powe1· of the Supreme Court of the United 
States (the most dangerous body in the Union) HAS INCREAS
ED, IS INCREASING, AND OUGHT TO BE DIMINISHED. 
But on thl' present occasion, I must abstain from the detailed in
vestigation that would establish my opinion; an opinion, however, 
which no man, who has observed the progress of our government 
as lo~ and as anxiously as I have done, will be inclinedto deny. 

The former opposers of a federal and advocates of a national 
government, now seized upon the name by which the series of 
essays was designated, containing a defence of the constitution of 
1787, and an exposition of the principles on which it was founded. 
An exposition, not likely to be in all respects accurate and au
thentic, when made by gentlemen, who had opposed its leading 
features and principle; and who were induced to defend it, from 
the truly honorable and disinterested motive of Jromoting obe
dience and acquiescence in what had been settle upon the best 
and most deliberate views that could be taken of a very difficult 
ancl complicated subject. Mr. Madison, I believe, gradually 
changed his views of a national government, and came round to 
the sentiments of the majority of the republican leaders of his 
own state. Colonel Hamilton and Mr. John Jay, continued of 
the" national party," who, from 1788 to 1790, gradually assumed 
their modern appellation of FEDERALISTS. In all Col. Hamil
ton's papers, in the" Federalist," the expression national govern
ment is sedulously preserved; and he expressly declares, in No.· 
SS, that the principal aim of that series of fapers was to inculcate 
the danger which threatens our politica welfare from the en
croachments of state "'OVernments. To which he might have 
added the labored justi8cation of the extended powers given to 
the national government, in the formation of treaties, the regula
tion of commerce, the imposition of taxes, and the maintenance of 
a standing army and navy. To the equality of power among the 
states he was strenuously opposed. 

Mr. Madison, in No's 45 and 46, is of the same opinion as 
Col. Hamilton as to the power and influence of the state govern-
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ments. These were wi~e and hone~t men, but I think experience 
has shewn that they were bad prophets. The publication called 
the Federalist, is of a complexion truly federal, ill' the modern 
sense of that word; but it did much good at the time, and strongly 
tended to reconcile the people to a constitution which contains, 
after all, but one capital defect, viz: the want of a clause appoint
ino- a periodical revision of it every thirty years. See numbers 
fo~ty-nine and fifty of the "Fedrralist." The Pennsylvania 
Council of -Censors, had an admirable effoct, and I think should 
never have been dropped. 

General 'Washington, whose services to the United States, 
were probably more than any man had ever rendered to a nation, 
and whose motives and intentions were out of the reach of suspi
cion, manifestly le~ned towanl a strong executive. All his offi
cers of government, Col. Hamilton at their head, were more or less 
of the same opinion, and of the national party. The military 
habits and character of General Washington, had probably no 
small share in giving this bias to his opinions, and the superior 
talents of Col. Hamilton, added weight to the party. Nor is it 
any wonder that a President should be in favor of a strong execu
tive, or that persons in power should be iuclined to extend their 
authority. The Federalists, as they were now called, became 
therefore, the prevailing, the fashionable party. The funding 
system, the manufacturing and tariff system, were introduced by 
Col. Hamilton, and with tne treaty of commerce with Great Bri
tain, were carried ~uccessfully against the opposition of the re
publican, democratic, or (now) anti-federal party. Every man 
pretending to good society was expected to be of federal politics, 
and the opposition was considered as chiefly confined to the igno
rant and turbulent mass of the people. The excise upon whiskey, 
and the termination of that ill-judged insurrection, gav~ the fede
ralist's (or court party, as they were sometimes called,) a deci
ded pre-eminence over their opponents; possessing, as the federal
ists certainly did, in a considerable degree, the countenance and 
confidence of the first man in the nation, General Washington. 
The banking interest, the mercantile importing interest, the mili
tary, all the dependants on government, and all those who sought 
to be such, were decidedly of the same party; which had un
doubted control from Virginia northward. Great force also was 
given to anti-republican tendencies, by lhe excesses consequent on 
the breaking out of the French revolution. These excesses pro
duced in many, an abhorrence for the principles of that revolution, 
as if they were different from our own, and as if the excesses of 
the exasperated and misguided mob of the Fauxbourgs, were the 
necessary consequences of an opposition to the execrable tyranny, 
political and clerical, by which that nation had been so long 
degraded and weighed down. 'Fhe federal party made a skilful 
use of these circumstances; they excited to a yery great degree 
a hatred against French principles, and against the nation itself: 
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iuiJ brought about a strong inclination to admil'e, to praise, aud 
to imit.ite the monarchial forms and principles of the British 
government. The republicans, democrats, or anti-fedt>ralist's 
were now put under the ban of all fashionable society, and every 
where denounced as j acobins By degrees the principles of our 
own revolution, and our separation from Great Britain, were 
attacked, and every man who did not profess to ad,nire the Brit
ish constitution was regarded as an enemy to our own existing 
governmell.t, and beyond doubt, a clisorganizer and a jacobin. 
The great mass of the people, however, felt that all this was 
wrong: they knew that our own revolution, and the French 
revolution arose from similar causes, and " 'ere based on similar 
doctrines. They revolted at the notion of giving preference to 
the monarchial principles and forms of Great Britain, which in 
their operation had forced upon this country the American Revo
lution; anti although the men of superior situation and compa
rative wealth, soon after the accession of President Adams, began 
to exclaim. without ceasing,'and abuse without discriminatiou, all 
revolutionary principles as jacobinical, the people · of America 
thought otherwise, and felt otherwise. But the violence of the 
federal party about this time, aided by the political character and 
complexion of the existing government under General ,vashing
ton's successor, and by their coincidence with British Mercantile 
Agents, Importers, and their numerous connexions, among re
tailers indebted to them, gave them in the great cities, an' un
doubted predominance; and produced that state of things about 
two years after the retirement of General ,v ashington which was 
not improperly or inappropriately denominated the reign ofter
roi·. The real republicans who are now living, and are old 
enough to remember the state of parties on the retirement of 
General 'Washington, and the administration of Mr.John Adams, 
know the expression was well applied, aud that this is not a false 
and fanciful, but a fair and faithful representation of the public 
feelings of that day, and I can with perfect safety appeal to them, 
for the honesty and accuracy of this sketch. The comh1ct of a 
Mr. Fitzhugh, to General Sumter, in the Theatre at Philadelphia , 
in the summer of 1798, may be taken as a sample. · 

On the retirement of General Washington, the federal partv 
put in Mr. John Adams as Presi1lent. This gentleman wa"s 
known to be ultra federalist: the advocate of a strong executive, 
in which no other branch should have any participation.* He had 

~ John Langdon, senator from New-Hampshire, and afterwards liover
nor of that state, in a letter to Samuel Hingol<l, Esq. dated October 10th, 
1800, declared, that Mr. John Adams in his presence, expressed a hope or 
expectation to see the day, when Mr. J. Taylor of Caroline, and Mr. Giles, 
( to whom he was then speaking,) would be convinced, that the people of 
America, would not be happy without a hereditary chief magistrate and 
senate or at least, for life. 

M'r. Taylor, on the trial of Calen ,ler, attended in court and was sworn, 
:-eady ·to prove this fact; but Judg-e Chase wou!tl not permit him to gin, it 
m testimony. 

41 
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written a defence of the American Constitution, as the title of his 
I.Jook imports, but a defence of the British Constitution in reality. 
It wa" a thing of checks and balances, with monarchy as an 
essential part; in which the admiration of the writer for the Brit
ish system was glaring. Mr. Adams was deemed a fit person to 
carry on the views of the federal party; and was generally un
derstood to have been chosen by the influential men of that party, 
because he was likely to be Jed by Col. Hamilton and his adhe
rents. Col. Hamilton is now dead. The animosities of party as 
to him, arc gone by. I did not, and do not coincide in opinion 
with that gentleman on any subject within my present recollec
tion: but he was at heart a friend to his country, a man of sterling 
talent, a bold and fearless politician, of great ambition, above all 
suspicion of pecuniary bias, and I brlieve, as honest in his motives 
as he was daring in his measures. He dcsen·ed to be considered 
as the leader of his party; and it was no arrogance to expect that 
a man so inferior as Mr. Ada ms in practica I information, in re
sources, and in energy of character, should be led by him. Of 
l\Ir. Timothy Pickering, am! the other minor officers of govern
ment, I know nothing that can be said in commendation; they 
were entitled to no praise but for zeal in support of their party. 

Mr. J. Adams, however, would not be led. He was irritable, 
conceited, and deficient in practical knowledge. He went with 
his party for some time, to the utmost length of their views and 
wishes. He ardently longed for a rupture " ·ith France, and he was 
the devotee! admirer of every thing British. The alien hw, giving 
power to the President to banish at his pleasure, any foreigner, 
whether alien friencl, or alien enemy, whom he deemed obnoxious; 
and the sedition law, checking all freedom of discussion, and pro
tecting all political delinquency from investigation any where but 
within the walls of congress-forbidding the people to speak or 
to write in disapprobation of the conduct of their rulers-the vio
lence of the federal Judges in putting that law in force-the ex
clusion from office of every description, of all persons whose 
politics were not ultra federal, (a measure advocated as equally 
wise and necessary by every federal representative in congress, 
in foll debate)-thc gross and fulsome adulation that disgraced 
the addresses to Mr. Adams, and his corresponding replies, 
equally arrogant and bombastic, at length completely disgusted 
the sober part of the nation, and prepared the way for that revo
lution in public opinion, which ultimately took place. It was 
manifest that all the barriers ofrepublican government were to be 
thrown down-that state rights were to be trampled on-that all 
opposition was to be suppressed by violence-that the federal ju
diciary was expectea to be the mere instruments of governmental 
vengeance-that doubt and hesitation about the measures of gov
ernment were to be treated in all companies, as disaffection and 
sedition, and the spirit of the nation to be broken down. Mr. 
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J'ickering,'' as secretary of state, exliibited in his communicatious, 
an overbearing insolence of language, which has no parallel but 

, in the violence of the present secretary of state, in his communi
cations with Spain.t These gentlemen forgot that all attempts at 
fine writing on grave subjeets, anti all intemperance of language 
on any subject, are marks of an inferior character, producing no 
effect but ridicule or irritation, and always operate as obstacles to 
conviction. The essential character of dignity of mind, is mild
ness, clearness, and simplicity, in acting, in speaking, in writing. 
Colonel Hamilton could understand this; but it would be a senti
ment unintelli~ible to Mr. John Adams, or Mr. Pickering. 

Fortunately, the necessities of government required an ad
ditional revenue, and the system of assessed taxes was resorted 
to, with a host of assessors, inspectors, supervisors, receivers, and 
collectors, in the pay and under the controul of government, 
throughout the Union. The people disliked direct taxes of all 
kinds, and on whatever pretence. They preferred that mode of 
taxation which would put into every man's power, and remit to 
his own discretion, how much he would pay, by using or abstain
ing from the article on which an impost was levied. The mur
murs of the agriculturists therefore, became loud and general. 

About this time a quarrel arose in the admi.nstration. Mr. 
John Adams had revolted at the guidance and control of Colonel 
Hamilton and Mr. Pickering. Indeed, the latter gentleman was 
Mr. Adarris' equal in no respect but petulence, violence, and 
overbearing-a man of small information and great vanity. I 
refer in proof, to his commu\1ications aDd despatches on French 
affairs in particular. No wonder Mr. Adams felt disgust at the 
imperious manner of a person so ill qualified to direct. Be the 
causes what they ma v, the President threw off all rleference for 
the opinions of Col. Hamilton, Mr. Pickering, and their friends; 
he dismissed Pickering and M•Henry from office, and determined 
to act for himself. Forsaken uy his party; the object ofprofountl 
dislike to the whole bocly of republicans, he was compelled to 
quit the presidential chair, and retire to a private station. His 
affecting afterward, to be an anti-federalist and republican, and 
his lately published letters to Mr. Cunningham, have not enabled 
llim to regain one particle of his lost reputation : nor.J1as Colonel 
Pickering's attack upon him produced any other effect than to 
show, that however irritable and ill-tempered Mr. Adams may be, 
Col. Pickering is not less so. Whatever bad qualities, politically, 

~ This gentleman is said to be a leading member of the Essex Junta, 
a club of ultra-politicians, strongly suspected of being for more devoted to 
the institutions of Great Britain than of their own country. The Essex Jun to 
begat the Hartford Convention, which Mr. Otis, of Massachusetts, has lately 
attempted to defen_d; but he has completely failed in that attempt to wash 
the Blackamoor wlute. 

t John Quincy Adan1s, afterwards unfortunately President ofU. States. 

, 
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these genl.lcmcu may respectively possess, it must at least Le 
allowed that they merit Dr. S. Johnson's commendation of being 
" good haters." 

During General \Vashington's a<lministration three questions 
arose, which called forth and brought into discussion the distin~
tive doctrine of the federal party, viz. That congress ought to be 
considered as a national legislature, empowered to enact, and. 
carry into ellect all objects which in the opinion of that body;
were expedient to the general welfare, and to make the necessary 
appropriations for the purpose. 

The three points to which I allude, were the proposal to 
establish a manufacturing system: the proposal to establish a 
National Bank: and the discussions on the treaty-making power. 

Col. Hamilton, as secretary of state, made a report to con
gress in favor of the manufacturing system, on the 5th of Decem
ber, 1791, in which he insists (in conformity to the consolidating 
notions which he never relinquished, even in his defence of our 
present federal constitution) "that it belon$s to the discretion of 
the national legislature to pronounce upon the subjects which con
cern the GENERAL WELFARE, and for which uncler that dc
scl'iftion, an appropriation of money is requisite and proper. 
Anc there seems to be no room for a doubt, that whateve1· concerns 
the general interests of lrarning, of agriculture, of manufactur<?s, 
and of commerce, a!'e within the sphere of the national councils, 
as far as regards an appropriation of money." 

From this passage, it is evident that Mr.John Quincy Adams, 
a. thorough-going pupil of the same school, is mistaken in suppo
sing that he was the ol'iginal propagator of this doctrine, wl11cl1 
in the polished language, so peculiarly his own, he insinuates a 
man must be" ineffably stupid" to deny. 

I ' should. wonder at Col. Hamilton's venturing thii broad 
assertion, when he knew that the convention, of which he was :~ 
member, formally and by exp!'ess vote, refused to give to conl$ress 
the power to erect a national universi ty, if I were not well ac
r1uainted with the boldness, pertinacity, and decisive character of 
Col. Hamilton. 

Even in his defence of the present constitution-the present 
federative constitution-in his own publication, the " Federalist" 

·he never desists from the N ATIOX AL expressions, which were on 
debate, and by formal vote rejected in the convention, by whicf1 
'the constitution was framed. 

This doctrine was adopted to its full extent, by a. committee 
of Congress in January, 1797, the first year of Mr. John Adams' 
administration. 

This creed of the federalists was discussed, when the question 
of the United States' Bank was first agitated. I have not the de
bates bv me, and we labor under great rnconvenience for want of ll 
repository of these most interesting discussions. Col. Hamilton's 
intlucncc prcYailed. This was the first ~rc:it prilctieal inroad on 

q 
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foe plain meaning of the constitution/ Col. Hamilton\, extemled 
views of the great effect of this powerful machine in aiil of his 
favorite measurPs, will undoubtedly prove correct. Under such 
managers as Mr, Cheves and Mr. Biddle, we have not yet had 
much to alarm us. But no man can view its progress, and reflect 
on its power, without being satisfied, that like the serpent of 
Aaron's rod, it is destined to swallow up all the minor establish
ments of a similar description. The debate on the treaty-making 
power, involved the question of the ultimate concurrence of the 
ho~e of representatives, by means of their conceding, or refusing 
the requisite appropriations. The consolidation question had its 
secret influence on this debate, which ended without settling the 
principle. 

The only questions of importance during the administration 
. of Mr. Madison, which involved the leading doctrines of the two 
parties was the bank bill, with 'the internal improvement clause 
in 1817, and the establishment of the present Bank of the United 
States, the year after. To the bank bill of 1817, a clause was 
added (I think by Mr. Calhoun) appropriating the gains of the 
bank to internal improvements. Mr. Madison gave the bill his 
decided negative, on the ground that congress had no power to 
legislate on internal improvements. This was March S, 1817. 
The national bank was carried through afterwards by the great 
talents of Mr. Dallas, one of the ablest men this country has 
seen. Mr. Dallas was let! away by his duty as financier, and by 
his long conn~xion with the great mercantile interests of Phila
delphia, with whom a national bank was a favorite measure; or 

~ Chief Justice Marshall, in his life of Washington, vol. 5, p. 295 to 
299, giyes a brief account of this de bat~ (1791) and delineates the clrnr:1cters 
of the ·two great parties in the Union substantially as I have done. He has 
also given in the notes to that volume, p. 3, a foli"ort account of'the arguments 
used by the opponents and supporters of the Ilank bill. This gehtleman is 
a federnlist, ,\ith a decided leaning to tl1e NATIONAL politics of Col. Alex
ander Hamilton. Yet, I think it is impossible toreacl the plain, unvarnished 
·arguments of the anti.federal minority, on the bank question, as Marshall has 
stated them, and the more labored account' of the reasoning· of their oppo
nents, (notes, p. 6 and 7,) without p;iving a preference to the intelligible 
simplicity of the first, over the metaphysical, and wire-c!mwn deductions of 
the federal party on that occasion. 

All the difierence between Chief Justice Marshall anJ myself, in our 
Yie,1 s of the characters of the two parties is, tliat he insinuates a <le sign 011-

the part of' the anti-federalists, to encroach on the power oft he general gm·
_e rnment, in favor of state authorities. I reply-1st. Every political e,·ent 
bearing on the question from the year 1790, to the prt!scnt d~y. has shown 
not only that his representation is not accurate, but that the reverse is: 2dly . 
. It is m«nifcstly impossible fo1· the states thus to encrnach, because the pow
crs._conceded are folly expressecl, and cannot be recalled while the prese nt 
constitution isin force: 3c11y. The quibbles of implication an<l constrnction 
i ,ave gs yen rise to the usurpation of power on the pr.rt of the general gove rn
rn ellt , ,vhich can never arise in fr1.vo1· of state pretension3; and have neve r, 
1·1d ee<l, in any instance, been set up. I conclude, there forr, t he danger i·~ 
:i U nne ·.va:·, ::t nd experience shows it to be so. 
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1;e ncYer 1rnulu. have been the :ulrocate ol that measure himsell. 
] Jut the sanction given to this chartereu. monopoly, by a series o( 
decisions imrlying its const)t~tional_ity, rendered by the supreme 
court, made 1t extremely difhcult for congress to deciue other
wise. So it is: let in but the giant foot of usurpation, and the 
whole body of the monster will soon force its way. Good citi
zens, accustomed to reflect, have long viewed with silent horror 
the portentous progress of the federal judiciary. This body is 
uow, as from the beginning it has been, the strong right arm ol' 
consolidation. The Judges of that court, a.re as wise, as learned, 
and as honest, as any other Judges constituting any othe1· court. 
'~'hey are men like other men. They are creaturea of the execu
tive: Judges whose motto is, ampliare jui·isdictionem, to extend 
their authority; and they have faithfully pursued it. " 'hen ha,·e # 

t hey ever doubted the constitutionality of an act of congress? 
And what occasion have they passed over of decidi11g on the con· 
s titutionality of state laws? They seem to regard themselves as 
an insulated body, far above all state authorities, whose proceed
ings they have a full right to annul or control. The doctrines of 
court, I regret to say, are fashionable among the members of the 
b:,.r; and as I think, have given a federal leaning-a propensity 
to defend the consolidation measures, to very many of the l,est 
heads of our country. 

During the administration of Mr. Monroe, much has passcu. 
which the republican party would be glad to approve, if they 
could. But the principal feature and that which has chiefly. elici
t ed these observations, is the renewal of the SYSTEM OF IN
TERNAL IMPROVEMENT. The scruples of this gentleman 
on the subject of the Cumberland Road, have sub3ided; and for 
reasons and for motives of very manifest operation, he has become 
a thorough convert to the doctrines of his ancient enemies. Mr. 
Calhoun, I dare say, had little diflicu !ties in overcoming the doubts 
of the President, when he set before his eyes the glittering pros
pect of ten millions to be <listributed in jobs to fortification-con
tractors, and as much in the construction of roads and canals 
throughout every part of the union, except in those states which 
chiefly contril.Jute to supply the funds. These splendid projects 
of Mr."Calhoun, coincided also with Mr. Monroe's favorite plan 
of fortifications on every part of our coast, requiring ot necessity 
a considerable increase of the standing army to man them. But 
the main objects are the power and patronage-the prodigious in
fluence that the President for the time being, and the Secretary 
of \Var would acquire, by controlling the expenditure of every 
cent that would otherwise form a surplus revenue. It is hardly 
one time in ten that the ostensible reason of a p11l,lic proposal is 
the real one. Let any man look at .Mr. Calhoun's report on forti
fications, in which he proposes to lay out about one million of dol
lars south, and nine and a half millions noi·th of the Potomac, ancl 
one main object of this project, will start 11p undisguised. an rl 
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:,tare him i11 the face. When Mr. J cfl'crson proposed to aooli~t; 
the internal taxes, it was not on account ofthe burthen of taxation 
from which the people would be thus relieved, but to take away 
the executive influence over a host of dependents, in the pa,Y amt 
under the control of that department. But Mr. J. was a 1·adical 
at that time; and report says he is so still. He well knew the 
use that might be made of this executive influence, and he needed 
it not. Indeed, no man ought to be President, who docs need 
it;* or who wishes to administer the fashionable folly of the da,v, 
a P.-1.TRONIZING COVEll!'IMENT, 

In January, 1824, Mr. Smith and Mr. Findlay, of the Senate, 
moved separate resolutions, in substance, that the committee of 
roads and canals do report on the expediency of requesting the 
President to emproy a part of the engineer corps to ascertain the 
practicability of uniting the Schuylkill and the Delaware, and the 
Alleghany and the Susquehanna, in Pennsylvania. Which on the 
application of the Pennsylvania delegation to Mr. Calhoun, has 
been extended to the Susquehanna and the Chesapeake; and to 
several places in the middle, the north-eastern states, and in Flo
rida; upon pretences and for purposes, not yet, so far as I know, 
developed. The application of the Pennsylvania delegation was 
cordially received and instantly grantee\; and Mr. Calhoun him
self, has been lately surveying some of the creeks in the Allegany 
mountains, no doubt for some great national object hereafter to be 
explained. The intluence of the Pennsylvania delegation was to 
be expected. 

This power assumed by congress, to make roads and canals 
through the states at their will and pleasure, was regarded as an 
usurpation by the democratic party, who called on their opponents 
to point out what clause in the constitution containe1l this power 
expressly, or from what express grant it was derived by necessa
ry implication. 

This was attempted to be done by some, 
. :From the pow~r given to regulate commerce with foreign na

tions, and among the several states, 
By others for the power given to raise and support armies, to 

which military roads were necessary. 
By others, from the power given to establish post.-oflices and 

post-roads. 

• [n 1817, 1111". J. C. Calhoun, was a strenuous advocate for re-imposing 
the long catalogue of internal taxes, abolished by Mr. J effe:·son, 

1830. Whatever Mr. J . C. Calhoun was in 1817, when the extravagant 
character of the system of internal improvements had not yet been developed, 
and the principle had not yet. been fully discussed, I am inclined to believe 
that this able man views that system at present, as too dubious in its origin, 
and too dangerous in its exercise, to be adopted or defended at the present 
day, 1830. The profligate and desp,,r.,te system of state-bri@ery, of which 
it has been made the instrument, by the advocates of the "American Sys
tem," ought to bring it into utter disgrace with every honest man. It is the 
most widely-extended plan of highway robbery ever derised. 
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These pretences were so disconlant, so manifestly straine<l , 
and forced into the service, and one might say, without much dan 
ger of departing from truth, so absunl, that the speeches of Mr. 
Holmes, of Maine, and Mr. Barbour, of Virginia, in the senate, 
were triumphant in point of argument. 

On the l Oth of February, the bill to obtain the necessary plans 
and estimates in relation to roads and canals, were carrieu in the 
House of Representatives, 115 to 86-16 members absent. Seven 
out of 24, from New-York, voted against it: South-Carolina, vo
ted four and four, one member absent. Among the minor o~jec
tions to this bill, were, 1st. That it contemplated no equitable 
principle of expending the pubiic money, neither in any ratio of 
taxation, or representation. 2d. That the states which had 
already meritoriously expended their domestic revenues in pub
lic improvements, like New-York and South-Carolina, were for 
that very reason to be left out, and their taxes appropriated to 
supply and make good the parsimonious 01· ne~;ligent deficiencies 
of the states who had done nothing for themselves. 

The pretences of deriving this assumed authority on which 
the bill in question, was based from the military clause, or the 
regulating commerce clause, on the post-road clause, were seen to 
be not merely weak, but farcical. \Vhich of them, for instance, 
will apply to Mr. Calhoun's frolic to Deep-Creek, on the top of 
the Allegany? ,vho can read the account of his journey for this 
purpose with any gravity? In the House of Representatives a 
broader position was taken; viz. That Congress had a 1·iglzt to 
pass any mea.<m1·e c1Jnducive to the general welfm·e. This is the 
true and only ground which furnishes any thing like a defence of 
the bill in question, or that can be argued with due seriousness. 

Mr. M'Duffie's ~peech on this occasion, in favor of the bill, 
comprises every thir.g that can be urged in its defence, and 
was, beyond all doubt, the most able and eloquent support of that 
measure which had been heard in either house fallacious as it was. 

"\Ve now come to the broad and ancient line of discrimination 
between the federal and the republican parties; between the ad
vocates of a consolidated national government, and the defenders 
of state rights and limited powers. From the very opening of the 
debates in the convention of 1787, through every period of political 
discussion, the present <lay, the position taken by the friends of 
the internal improveme,nt bill, in the last congress, has been the 
distinctive, the characteristic, the exclusively appropriate doc
trine of the consolidating or federal party. For if congress may 
adopt any measure, or pass any act, which, to a majority of that 
body may seem conducive to the general welfare, what can they 
uot do? Who is to limit them, or where is the limitation? All 
the barriers of the constitution are thrown down; all state rights 
are prostrated, as of minor consideration; all the powers which 
the convention i·efused to grant, are claimed over again as ofright; 
nll the conclusions that are deducible from the constitution, heing 
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a urn1pact tur mutual lJcnelic lJe tweeu cun!'ederateJ state~, conce
ding s<: much 1:owc1· ~ml no more as was necessary to the pur 
pose of the contederahon, are at one breath annulled an<l annihi
lated. 

This was the position taken by Col. Alexander Hamilton, in 
the debates in convention: this was the position taken by him 
in his report on manufactures: this was the position assumed by 
the ultra-federal committee of the House of Representatives ii1 
1797; no other position is necessary to com~rt these; United States 
into one national government, under one hereditary chief; and one 
hereditary senate, as Mr. John Adams urged on Messrs. Taylor 
and Giles. No not one. The warmest friend of the Holy Alliance, 
would not desire safer or lJroader ground to stand npon. If con
gress may enact whatever it may deem expedient for the general 
welfare, its power is unlimited, absolute and despotic. ~ 

Mr. John Q. A<lams, Mr. J.C. Calhoun, and his partizans, 
:issumed th\s ground. The former gentleman has boasted of be
ing the first'v_erson to urge it, but he was mistaken. The honot· 
betongs to Col. Alexander Hamilton. The following letter, how
ever, of Mr.J. Q. Adams, will serve as a proof of his zeal in the 
cause, and furnish so:ue e!egancics of expression, and samples of 
rnoderatioi1 in style, th:it rnav be inserted among the beauties of 
his diplomatic correspondence, 
11ie opinion of John Quincy Jldams on the subject of Internal 

Imp1·oi·ements. 
"The question of the power of congress to authorize the mak

ino- of internal improvements, is, in other words, a question whe
th~r the people of this Union, in forming their common social 
compact, :is avowedly for the purpose of prornotiag their general 
welfare, have performed their work in a manner so ineffably stupid, 
as to deny themselves the means of bettering their own condition. 
I have too much respect for the intellect of my country to believe 
it. The first object of human association is the improvement of 
the condition of the associated, Roads and canals arc among 
the most essential means of improving the condition of nations; 
and a people, which sho_uld _<leliber:i,tely,_ by the 01:ganiz~tior! of!ts 
nuthorizcd power, deprive itself of the faculty ot mult1plymg its 
own blessings, would be as wise as a creator who should under
take to constitute a human being without a heart."-[Ohio JV'a
tional Crisis. 

The followi~1g arc the remarks of the Riclunond Enquirer on 
the above quotat10n : 

"These doctrines may be calculated for the meridian of Ohio ; 
!mt surely not of Virginia. 

,, We shall not examine the opinion of Mr. Adams as to rnads 
nnd canals only-but we would throw out a few suggestions as to 
the main principles itself. Can .Mr. Adams be a friend to a limit
rrl ronstrnrtion, when he goes thus for tfw whole? f'an one, who 

' 
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take;, such broad gruun<l, I.Jc considered a~ of the old repuhlicau 
school of '98 and '99? ,vhatever promotes • their genentl wel
fare'-whateve1· betters or is supposed to be the • means of bet0 

tcl'ing their condition'-whatever 'improves the condition' of the 
nation, is, according to him, within the purview of the powers of 
the general goveri:ment. 'Where, th~n, is the limitation ?-\Vhen 
can we say• thus tai· and no further r' "hat cannot the federal 
gowrnmcnt do? ,vhat power is denied to them, which they 
may suppose calculated to bettei· the condition of the nation? 

"Is it not enough to say, as the old republicans said, is this par
ticular power gi'len-or if not given, is it the mean,, necessary 
and proper, for carrying any particular given power into execu
tion ?-But we are now to arrive at the true reading of the con
stitution by a much shorter process. \Ve arc only to ask, <lot's a 
particulas power better the comlition of the nation? If so, it fol
lows of course-and the man is 'ineffably stupid,' who will not 
immediately admit it. If Mr. A. is to be believed, we need no 
longertrouule ourselves with .any enquiry as to the terms on which 
these separate states have associated together-for the very ob. 
jcct of the association cancels all limitations, and endows the 
government with undefined and undefinable powers. If the Uni
ted States can <lo any thing to better their condition, whether the 
states have conceded the power or not, there was no necessity fot· 
a •particular enumeration of powers' in the constitution. They 
may establish roads and canals ml libitum-uni,·crsities, cotlcges 
and schools-in fact, where is the limitation ? 

"When the Virginia legislature adopted Madison's report in 
1800, they were' ineffably stupid.' This• ineffably stupid' report 
demonstrated, that the phrase '~eneral welfare' was to be founu 
in the 'articles of confederation; and that the phrase in this very 
limited instrument was surely not unclerstood • to l>e either a gen
eral grant of powe1·, or to authorize the requisition or application 
of money by the old congress to the common defence and general 
welfare, e.1::ce11t in the cases afterwards enumcratecl iclzich e.111lain, 
eel and limited theii- meaning. 

"How 'ineffably stupid' was the :Federalist ( 1st ml.) when it 
asked, 'what would have been thought of that assembly (the Fed
eral Convention) if attaching themselves to these general expres
sions, and disregarding the specifications which ascertain and 
limit their import, they had exercised an unlimited power of pro· 
Yiding for the common defence and general welfare r' 

"How' ineffably stupid' was James Madison, when on the Sd 
of i\larch, 1817, he 'was constrained by the insuperable difficulty 
(he felt) in reconciling the (internal improvement) bill to the con
stitution of the United States, though to negative that !Jill, he 
admits his capacity to •!Jetter the condition' of the people? 

"If these doctrines be so' ineffably stupid,' we are content to 
abil1c by them. Ilut at least let us hear no more of John Q.Adams' 
being of the Virginia school of polit icians. Can the constitution 
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be sate iu hi5 ham!;;? It would be a nose ol' ,rnx-moved thi,, 
way or that, as EXPEDIENCY might point out P' 

Mr. M'Duflic is willing to qualify this unlimited claim of 
power, by confining it to those objects which can be elfoctcd by 
rm appr<Jpriation of money, conceming which, the constitution, 
according to him, makes no limitation whatever on the discretion
ary power of congress. The position he assumes, thereforr, is, 
that congress may adopt an_y measure whatever, that they may 
deem necessary to the "common defence and general welfare," 
if money be necessary to carry it into effect, aad appropriate any 
sum of money whatever for the purpose. 

He justifies this by three cases oflegislatiou that he thinks 
can be justified on no other principle. Congress appropriated a 
sum of money fo1· the relief of the French emigrants from St. Do
min"'o, who were compelled to take refuge here in a very destitute 
cnnclition. And they appropriatecl another sum, fo1· the relief of 
the sufferers by an earthqurke at the Caraccas. I reply, that 
congress did not stop to enquire whether they had an indisputable 
right to indulge this honorable feeling, and perform these urgent 
acts of charity at an expense too insignificant to be an o!:Jject of 
debate. Neither will I. 

But Mr. Jefferson, by treaty, purchased Louisiana, for" the 
common defence and general welfare," and congress appropriated 
the money. Well: could they avoid it? Is it not the received 
opinion that the house of representatives are bound to make the 
appropriations necessary to carry into effect a treaty agreed to by 
the executive and ratified by the senate? I express no opinion of 
my own upon this question, but this, the common opinion, has 
always been acted upon. At any rate, even those who deny it 
to be the duty of the house, agree that there is no objection to their 
doing so, if they see fit. This case, then, is involved essentially 
and forms a part of one of the powers expressly ,,ested in, and 
delegated to congrrss by the constitution. The abstract princi. 
pie of its being a duty, or not a duty, was discussed, but not set
tled in the debates on Jay's Treaty, but the right of appro
priating in such a case, was never fo1· a moment denied then 
or at any time since. Mr. M'Duffie, therefore, must look out 
for some other precedent equally in point, to support the stand he 
bas taken. 

In fact, I see no difference between Mr. J. Q. Adams and Mr. 
M'Duflie. For does not absolute powe1· reside in the purse o!'the 
nation, and with him who has absolute control over the contents? 
·what federalist would not embrace Mr. Adams' proposition, with 
Mr. M'Duffie's limitation? If you are left at full liberty to do 
whatever can be done with money, what is it you cannot do ? Ir 
l\Ir. Momoe and Mr. Calhoun, can place at their own disposal ten 
millions to be expended in jobs for fortifications, and as much in 
jobs for post roads, and military roads, and commercial roads, and 
post canals, and military canal~. arnl commercial canal,, in er<:'JT 
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u)rner of the u1110n, where influence is to lrn acquireLl, 1 belie\ e 
t he less we say about the" public welfare," the belier. 

I am by no means an enemy to internal improvements, but 
much otherwise, if they are executed upon some plan of equality 
among the respective state~. But 1_10 _system of ei:penditure ~s 
proposed, which shall contam the pnnc1ples of equality and eqm
ty; and a more wanton dissipation of the money of the United 
States, I can hardly suggest, than the pr~jected improvements in 
the state of Pennsylvania. Every exercise of usurped power, is 
tyranny. Every assumption of power by congress, not clearly 
and indubitably conceded, is a fraud on the several state~. Do 
you want power to make intemal improvements? Take the con
stitutional mode of obtaining it, and apply for an amendment to 
your constitution. Why do you refuse so to do? Because you 
are in doubt whether you can fairly and honestly convince the 
several states of the necessity for it: because you distrust your 
own cause, and dare not confide in your own arguments. 

But such is now the case, and the leading charactedstic <loc 
t rine of of ultt-a-federalism and consolidation, is now the fashion
able doctrine in congress: and one half, at least, of the South 
Carolina representation are the advocates for it! Very many of 
our young politicians seem inclined to favor the pretensions of 
power and patronage, and to enlist under ihe banners of ultra
federalism. 

Fellow-citizens, it is in vain to talk of an amal~amation of par
ties, while the dividing line of 1787, has contmued to be the 
dividing line from thence forward, to 1825. Is South Carolina 
destined to be a federal state ? Do you mean to join the ranks of 
that party? If vou do, so be it. Things must take their course, 
and the friends "of state rights must be content to remain in theit· 
minority. If not, the politics of Mr. Adams, Mr. Calhoun and 
General Jackson, are not the politics of this state; far these gen
tlemen supported to the utmost of their power, a principle and a 
measure, which, from the very moment ofpatry difference, has de
cidedly characterized the federal party.-Consolidation is the 
motto of their flag. 

This accusation will involve some of the most honorable, some 
of the most able, some of the most zealous and useful sons of 
South Carolina. Men, who with industry, perseverence, know
ledge and ability, worthy of all praise, defended the rights of the 
South, against the ignorant and selfish speculations of the tarill'
men. But it is remarkable, that neither Mr. ·webster, Mr. Poin
s~tt, or Mr: M'Du_ffie, advocated the right~ of the Sout_h on J?rin
ciple. MaJ. Hanulton, of Charleston/' m !11S very able view of that 

• This pamphlet was first printed early in the winter of 1824- Major 
,Tames Hamilton, having seen the dangerous tendency of the Consolidation 
doctrines, has published with a frankness that does him honor, his change of 
opinion. The masterly defence of Carolina doctrines, in the 11th No. of the 
Southern Review ( Debate on Foot's Resolution) is by ~fajor Hnmilton. 

s 
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11uestiou. ,rent into the ·ri15·lit claimed uy congre~~ to leo-islate the 
money of the planter, into the coffer of the manufacture~. Y ct, I 
see not how that gentlem:m could, on principle, take the ground 
he so ably supported: for if congress have a right to pass any act . 
which they may deem conducive to the general welfare, why mav 
they not pass an act to protect domestic and prohibit foreign man
ufactures? ,vhy may they not legislate on the Missouri ques
tion? In half a dozen years Arkansas will apply to be a state: 
suppose Mr. John Q. Adams, elevated to the presidency, with his 
known views on that subject, will it not encourage the enemies of 
the South to bring it up ag-ain? Surely it will. 

Fellow-citizens,it is in vain to say the monster party may be 
tlcstroyetl: people who honestly, and with views and intentions 
equally honest, di.ff'er on pl'inciple, must ever remain two parties. 
There need be no animosity, because going both of us to the same · 
poin.t C. you prefer the road _<\.. and I think better of the road B. 
Still the difference of opinion must and will remain; nor do I be ·· 
lieve the country would gain much by amalgamation. It is well 
for boU1 of us to be watched. 

The 'luestion here discussed is a very leading and important 
one. The tendency to consolidating opinions among all our 
young politicians, is manifest: the road to hereditary office is 
breaking upon the view, anti monarchy i~ dimly seen at the end 
of the vista. 

I close these remarks; submitting them, under the sanction 
of the following opinions on the subject, by James Madison, our 
former president. 
Proceedings in the Vfrginia .Rssembly, passed in December, 1798, 

with the review of the committee thereon, presented 1'uesduy, 
Junuary 7, 1800.* 

The other questions presenting themselves, are-I. Whethet· 
indications have appeared of a design to expound certain general 
phrases copied from the "articles of confederation," so as to des
troy the elfoct of the particular enumeration explaining and limit- • 
ing their meaning. 2. Whether this exposition would by degrees 
consolidate the states into one sovereignty. S. Whether the 
tendency and result of this consolidation would be to transform, 
the republican system of the United States into a monarchy. 

1. The general phrases here meant must be those "of provi
ding for the common defence and general welfare. 

In the "articles of confederation," the phrases are used as 
follows, in article VIII.-" All charges of war and all other ex
penses that shall be incurred fo1· t!te common defence and gene1·al 
we(fare, and allowed bY. the United States in congress assembled, 
shall be defrayed out of a common treasury, which shall be sup
plied by the several states, in proportion to the value of all land 
within each state, granted to or surveyed for any person, as su<;!1 

. ~ See also to the same purpose, Mr. Madison's paper in the Federalis t, 
on the pnblic welfare, No. 2.3, No. 41; and on construction, No. 33. 

- -
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lantl and the buildinns and improi.cments thereon .,hall be estima
ted, according to sifch mode as ibe United States in congress 
assembled, shall from time to time direct antl a})point." 

In the exisfow cons1itution, they make the following part of 
section 8. "The i01JO'ress shall have power, to lay and co\lec( 
taxes, duties, imposts ~1111 exci$CS, to pay the delJts and provide for 
the common defence and general welfare of the _U nitetl States." 

This similarity in the use of these phrases m the two great 
federal chartci·s might well be considered, as ren<lering t!1ei1· 
meanin()' less liable to be misconstrued in the latter; because it 
wilt scafcely be said, that in the former they were ever understoocl 
to be either a general grant or power, or to authorize the requisi
tion or application of money by the old congress to the common 
defence and general welfare, except in the cases afterwards enu
merated, which explained and limited their meaning; aud if such 
was the limited meaning attached to these phrases in the ver_y 
instrument revised and remodelled by the present constitution, it· 
can neve1: be s11ppose<l that when copied into this constitution, a. 
-..lilferent meaning ought to be attnchecl to them. 

That notwithstanding this remarkable Sl'curity against mis· 
'Construction, a design has been indicated to expound these phrases 
in the constitution so as to destroy the el1ect of tlic particular 
cnumera.tion of powers by which it explains ai1d limits them, must 
have fallen under the observation of those who have attended to 
the course of public transactions. N <lt to multiply proofs on this 
subject, it will suffice to refer to the debates in the federal legis
lature, in which arguments have on different occasions been drawll, 
with appa1·ent effect, from these phrnses in their indefinite meaning'-

To these indications might be added, without looking farther, 
the official report on manufactures by the late Secretary of the 
Treasury, made on the 5th of December, 179l; and the report of 
a committee of congress in January, 1797, on the promotion or 
ngriculture. In the first of these, it is expressly contended to be -
long "to the discretion of the national legislature to prononncn 
upon the objects which concern the general weljcn·e, and for which, 
nn<ler that description, an appropriation of money is requisite al1(l 
proper. And there seems to be no room for a doubt, that what· 
c,·er cencerns the general interests of leal'lling, of agi·iculture, of 
manufactures, and of commerce, are within the ,phere of the na· 
tional councils, as far as regal'(ls an application o.f money." The 
latter report assumes the same latitude of power in the nation:1l 
councils, and applies it to the encouragement of agriculture, by 
means of a society to be established at the seat of government.....::
Although neither of these reports may have rrceive1l the sanction 
of a law carrying i.t into eifcct, yet, on the other hantl, the extr:1-
Hrdinary ~loctrine contained in both, !ms passeLl without the slio·ht 
cst positive mark of disapprobation from the authority to ,rt:ich 
i t was addressed. (Cong1·ess.) 
. Now, whether the phrases in ques tion be construed to au thoi·
ir. e PY" r.v mr asnr" r ,..lat inf: to fh-:: common defcnrc ~n-1 g~ner~~ 
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,\el fare, as couteu<led l>y some;,;, or every rn.ea~ure 011ly iu wlnd1 
t!1ere ~1ight be an ap~lication of money, as suggested by the cau
tion of others,t the ellect 11111st substantially be the same same, in 
destroying the import and force of the particular enumeration of 
powel's, which follow these general phrases in the constitution.
l•'or it is evident that there 1s not a single power whatever, which 
may not have some reference to the common defence, or the gene
ral welfare; nor a power of any magnitude which in its exercise 
<loes not involve or admit an application of money. The govern
ment, therefore, which possesses power in either one or other of 
these extents, is a government without the limitations formed by 
a particular enumeration of powers; and consequently the mean
ing and effect of this particular enumeration, is destroyed by the 
exposition given to these general phrases. 

This conclusion will not be effected by an ai(empt to.qualify 
the power over the "general welfare," by referring it to cases 
where the geneml we{f'are is beyond the reach of separate provis
ions by the individual states; and leaving to these their jurisdic
tions in cases, to which their separate provisions may be compe
tent. For as the authority of the individual states must in all 
cases be incompetent to general regulations operating through the 
whole, the authority of the United States would be extended io 
ever,r object relating to the general welfare, which might by any 
possibility be provided for by the general authority. This quali
fying construction, therefore, would have little, if any tendency, 
to circumscribe the power claimed under lhe latitude of the terms 
"o-eneral welfare.'' 

" The true and fair construction of this expression, both in the 
'mi1rinal and existing federal compacts, appears to the committee 
too0 obvious to be mistaken. In both, the congress i:; authorized 
to provide money for the common defence and general welfare.
In both, is subjoined to this authority, an enumeration of t11e cas
es, to which their powers shall extend. l\luney cannot be applied 
to the general welfare, otherwise thau by an application of it to 
sume particular measure conducive to the general welfare. \,Yhen
ever, therefore, money has been raised by the general authority, 
and is to be applied to a particular measure, a question arises, whe
ther the particular meas?re be within the enum_e~·ate1l a~thorities 
vested in congress. It 1t be, the money requisite for 1t may be 
applictl to it_; if ~t be not, n? such_ applicati_on can b_e ma~Ie. This 
fair an<l obv10us rnterpretahon cornc1dcs with, aml 1s entorce<l by, 
the clause in the constitution which declares that "no money 
shall be drawn from the treasury, but in consequence of appro· 
--priations by law." An appropriation of money to the general_ 
welfare, would be deemed rather a mockery than an observance ol 
this constitutional injunction. 

2. 'Whether the exposition of the general phrases here com-

~ John Quincy Adams' position. t Ml'. ~1'Duffie's position . 
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balled, wuuld nut by de.,rees, consolida!c the ,,tafl:J iuio one 
sovereignty, is a qucslim~ concernino- which, the committee cntt 
perceive little room for diflerencc of OJJinion. To consolidate the· 
states inlo one sovereignty, nothing more can be wanted, than to 
~upercede their respective sovereignties in the ci:ses reserved to 
them, by extending the sovereignty of the United States to all 
cases of the" genE'l·al welfare," that is to ~ay, to all cases whatever. 

S. That the obvious tendency and inevitable result of a con
solidation of the states into one sovereignty, would be to transform 
the republican system of the United States int~ a monarchy, is a 
voint which seems to have been sufficiently decided by the gene
ral sentiment of America. In almost every instance of discussion, 
relating to the consolidation in question, its certain tendency to 
pave the way to monarchy, seems not to have been contested.
The prospect of such a consolidation has formed the only topic 
of controversy. It would be unnecessary, therefore, for the com
mittee to dwell long on the reasons which support the posilion of 
the General Assembly. It may not be improper, however, to re
mark two consequences evidently flowing from an extension of 
the federal powers to every subject falling within the idea of the 
" "'eneral welfare." 

O One consequence must be, to enlarge the sphere of discretion 
allotted to the executive magistrate. :Even within the legislativd 
limits )>roperly defined by the constitution, the difficulty of ac· 
commodating legal regulations to a country so great in extent, and 
so various in its circumstances, hns been much felt, and has led to 
occasional investments of power in the executive, which involve 
perhaps as large a portion of discretion, as can be deemed consis
tent with the nature of the executive trust. In proportion as the 
o~jects of legislative care might be multiplied, would the time 
allowed for each be diminished, and the difficulty of providing 
uniform and particular regulations for all, be increased. From 
these sources would necessarily ensue a greater latitude to the 
agency of that department which is alwnys in existence, and 
which could best mould regulations of a general nature, so as to 
suit them to the diversity of particular situations. And it is in 
this latitude, as a supplement to the deficiency of the laws, that 
the dell'ree of prerogative materiallr consists. 

'111e other consequence woulc be, that of an excessive aug
mentation of the oflices, honors and emoluments depending on 
the executive will. Add to the present legitimate stock, all those 
of every description which a consolidation of the states would 
take from them, and turn over to the federal government, and the 
patronage of the executive Would necessarily be as much sweJlc,1l 
in this case, as its prerogative would be in the other. 

This disproportionate increase of prerogative and patronarrc 
must, evidently, either enable chief magistrate of the union, by 
quiet means, to secure his re-election from time to time, and final 
l,v, to regulate the succession as he might please; or, by giving so 
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trallscentlant an impol'tancc to foe ofiicc, would render the elec
tions to it rn violent and corrupt, that the public voice itself might 
call fo r an hereditary, in place of an elective succession. ,Vhiclt 
ever of these events might follow, the transtormation of the repub
lican systehl of the United States into a monarchy, anticipated by 
the General Assembly from a consolidation of the states into one 
sovereignty, wotJl:l be equally accomplished; anfl whether it 
would be into a mixt or an absolute monarchy, might depend on 
too many contingencies to admit of any certain foresight. So j'm· 
.:tfr . .;Waclisori. 

UPoNTrrn WHOLE, it appears, that the Convention of 1787, who 
framed om present constitution, were of the politics now sneered 
at as 1Ytdical; that our present constitution is radical in all its 
principles, that our oidest and best tried politicians were, and arc 
rndicnls in their politics; attempting so far as they could foresee, 
to lay the axe to the root of all useless expense, and of all con
structive usurpation: averse to all measures that might tempt us 
to engage in national quarrels, which could be prudently and hon
orably avoided. They were no friends to magnificent, expensive· 
and dazzling forms and principles ot government; to governments 
aiming at extensive patronage; to 11eedless grants of power; or of 
·money, which is SJnonimous with power; being well persuadetl 
that the difference between a good and bad government is, that the 
last is expensive beyond necessity, while frugality without parsi
mony, is the characteristic of the former. The principle is uni
versally true, that the cheaper we can purchase what we really 
want, and the less we expend on what we do not want, the greater 
surplus remains at our disposal; whether we apply it to aJorm of 
government, or a yard of muslin. 

Such are the political tenets of the men who are stigmatized 
as "penny wise and pound foolish"--, as Anti-Federalists, Re
publicnns, Democrats, Levellers, Diso1:gahizers., Jaco)Jin,,. ~n<l. 
RADICALS; names attempted at vanous periods ot political 
warfare to be affixed to the leaders of that part_y, which after all 
seems to me to be the PARTY OF THE PEOPLE:. ,vhcther 
they be s0 or not, let the people judge. 



SOUTH CAROLINA DOCTRINES. 

Ox THE CONSTRUCTION OF TIIE CONSTITUTION OF THE U. S, OX 

THE POWERS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, AND 

THE RESERVED RIG HTS OF THE STATJcS. 

The following tenets that now seem to characterize the 
politics of South Carolina, are not new. To investigate their 
history and authority, and the grounds and reasons on which they 
are based, it will be expedient for those who desire accurate ex
amination and are willing to take the very useful labour required 
for that purpose, to read carefully the following books. 

The Consl:tution of the U. States, finally drawn up on the 17th Sep
tember, 1\ 87. 

The Journals, acts and proceedings of the Federal Conyention, publish
ecl by order of the President of the U. States. Boston, 1819. 

Secret debates uf the Federal Convention, from the notes of l\Ir. Yates ' 
and Luthe1· Martin. Albany, 1821. 

l'roccedings of the Virginia Assembly, Jan. 7, 1800; drawn up by Mr. 
Madison. 

The llesolutions of the Assembly of Kentucky, 1799, drawn up by Mr. 
Jelferson. 

The debate on l1r. Foot's Hesolution, relating to the Public Land, 1830. 
Charle1ton, 1830. 

The very able lleYiew of that debate, in the 11th N'o. of the Southern 
ReYie,v for August, 1830, p. 140. The best summary of the doctrines in 
question, yet published. 

The last publication would supercede the necessity of any other, if it 
were not for the extreme import:rnce of pressing on the people the doc
trines in question, in every form and slwpe, and continually, till they are 
generally known and fully discussed. lf the confederated Republic of 
America is to be saved from despotism, it can only be by the prevalence ol' 
the South Carolina doct1'ines. They cut up by the roots the prevailing 
tenets on which the friends of Consolidation found the AMERICAN SYSTEM 
of general welfare, the omnipotence of a legislati\'e majority, Internal Im
provements, and a protecting Tariff; those hideous offsprinirs of public 
robbery and a1·bitrary power. They fall, when their foundation 1s subverted. 
I enter the1·efore, into no details on these branches from the trunk of Despo
tism. I proceed, then, at once to a summary of the J,olitical tenets of South 
Caroli,w. 

1st. When a Convention took place in 1787, to form the present union 
called the United States, and to frame the Constitution as we have it, that 
convention was not a representation, 

Of the American people: 01· of the people of North America: or of the 
people of the heretofore British Colonies: or of the people of the confede
rated States of North America : or of the people in their capacity as people, 
under any form of expression or designation whatever. 



The ll<:clarntion of lllck pendence wns issued by the lfrjn-csentatic-es of 
t!,e l-nited States.~{ .ll111e1·ica, in Congress assembled. · 

The creclentmls of the members of the Convention, declare them to be 
Deputies o:· Delegates (not of 01· from the People, but) from the respecti\"e 
States, represented in that Convention : which therefore was a convention 
<.fthe several independent, sovereign States of North America, in their 
character of independent Sovereign States. Such was the form of proceed
ing to which the People acceded, nnd by which they chose to be bound. 

The union or confederation which then took place, was an union not of 
the whole people but of the separate Stales, having separate 'interests as 
well ns a common interest; and accordingly the name adopted was, 1'he Uni· 
te<l STATES . 

During the whole of the sitting of the Convention, the votes we1·e taken 
not by counting the indiYidual members, but by States. Hence, :i.s every 
thing was settled by the votes of the majority of States present, that majority 
might very often be as it was, a minority of the people. Thus, suppose 
Massachusetts, New.York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia to vote one 
way (1787) and New-lfomphire, Connecticut, New-Jersey, Delaware, North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia the other wav-it is obvious that this 
majority of States would contain a very manifest· minority in populatio11. 
]Jut the decision of the Conrention would conform to the majority of 
8tates. 

These United States, are a Federal Union : of what? of the mass of the 
people of one large community? Can the term "federal" be thus applied? 
Is it not a grammatical absurdity, unless applied to the confederation of dis
tinct independent States? \Vas such a thing ever known as a confederation 
of the people of one and the same community! 

The original articles of Confederation, 9th July, 1778, are entitled 
"articles of Confederation and perpetual Union between the STATES of 
Kew-Hampshire, Massachusetts, &c." It has well been asked by Mr. Raguet, 
whether the term "a more perfect Union" employed ir. the present consti
tution of the U. States, could refer to any thing· but this confederation and 
perpetual 1mion of STATES! 

The government of'the United States, then, is a government framed by 
and for the common ben~fit of several distinct and independent States, that 
agreed to unite togther for that purpose. A truth of no slight importance on 
the present occasion. 

2d. When the Convention thus met and until they broke up and sepa
rated, having concluded the purposes of their convening, there was no gov
ernment of the U. States, no Constitution," no President of the Union, no 
Congress, no Federal judiciary. All these al'e of subsequent institution; 
the creatures of that Convention; subordinate to the power that gave them 
existence; the authority they possess, is delegated by and derived from the 
several confederated, independent and sovereign states, then convened; an 
authority deleg·ated for express and limited purposes, and for no other. 

3d. The General Government of the United States, now consisting of 
the Legislative, Executive and Judicial authorities, is the AoE,.T of the con
federated or United States; an agency, constituted for limited purposes, and 
with limited powers. The power that authorizes and legalises the doings of 
this Agency, is the Constitution of the United States. This written docu. 
ment, prescribes what acts the governme1't aforesaid may and shall do ; and 
how, and by what means the gene:·al welfare shall be consulted and pursued: 
and it is therein declared, that the powers and authorities not clearly and 
expressly granted by the Constitution, do not fall wi01in the jurisdiction of 
this agency, but are reserved and belong to the several independent states, 
to be by them exercised, and by them only. (12th amendment.) 

4-th. Hence the Government of the United States is not based on a 
comr.act to which that Government was a party-itiis not a power pre-emi
nent "and superior, but an agency only, snbo_rdinate to the several indepen. 
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uepentlent sovereignties, that by common consent gave i~ existence ~'or coln
rnon purposes. Those sovereignties in convention, may alte1·, modify, abo
lish, and reinstate this agency, when anrl how it may at any time hereafter 
suit their interest so to do. The several States remain as before; indepen
dent of each other and of the United States. They are not merged and 
absorbed in this latter. From what has been said it follows, that the }'e<li 
ral Government, is not the govern1nent ofa Nation one and indivisible-or 
of the rnajo1·ity of the people of such a nation-that it possesses no control 
over the several States of the Union beyond what the Constitution has given 
it for common purposes-but is strictly and truly an agency invested with 
limited powers, which it cannot honestly exceed. Those powers are to be 
found in the Constitution and no where else: and if Iiot plainly and clearly 
found the_re, are not to be tlJ;urped by means •. of ingenious but disputable 
constructwn. 

This view of the subject is an essential feature in the Carolina Doctrines. 
Their opponents say, that the Government and the Constitution of the Uni· 
ted States is the Government and Constitution of the whole people of the U. 
S. That the Representation in Congress, is the representation of the whole 
people of the U.S. That as the majority of the people of the U. S., like 
the majority in every other political community, constitute the supreme 
power; the majority in Congress as the representative of the majority of the 
whole people, also possess supreme power, and are entitled to bind the mi
nority upon all questions, and in all cases whatever. That the ~ood of the 
majority being tlie great end and aim of all government, is so of this: that 
such is the meaning ofg·eneral welfare: the minority therefore have no right to 
complain if the interest of the majority be in all cases preferred and pursued; 
though at the expense of the interest of the minority : this being a circum· 
stance necessarily inherent in every government. Hence they conclude 
in fact, and act upon that conclusion, that in every question presented to 
the consitleration of Congress, the majority in the Legislature is omnipotent 
and uncontrolled. 

It becomes ofg.reat consequence therefo1·e to ascertain thefiict, .Is this 
a government made by and for the whole people of N. America, eo nomine, 
or by am! for the se-.:eral independent and sovereign states ? The Suprem<e 
Court of the United States, ~fr. Daniel Webster, and all the friends and all 
the advocates of" the American System" adopt the opinions just stated; 
vi7, that the Federal Government emanates from the People alone in their 
popular character . and capacity; that the majority of their representatives 
in Congress possesses supreme power; that the interest of the majority, is 
of right, the great, the sole object of this and every oth~r·government ; and 
which the majority in Congress have a right and are bound to pursue, re· 
gardless of every obstacle. On this plan, the General Welfare as determined 
by Congress is the only guide of the national government. 

It is manifest, that on this scheme, the Constitution is null and void; the 
g·ovemment is not a limited but an unlimited government; the minority 
have no rights; and the States are converted into petty, subordinate mnn.i
cipalities, adapted to local jurisdictions and to them only. 

The fruits and effects of this despotic theory are seen, in the Tariff of 
protection; in the contemplated annihilation of all foreign commerce and 
interch,'lnge; in that system of unexampled waste, of enormous and most 
wanton extravagance, called the system of Internal Improvements; in the 
bribery and corruption of State after State, by means of it; and in the per
:nanent systematic disregard of all Constitutional limitation, so as to convert 
the American .Union of States, into one great, all-absorbing, uncontrolled 
consolidated Desp~lism. Of this intention no man who has duly considered 
the rise, progress and history of these questions and measures, during the 
bst dozen years, can entertain any reasonable doubt: and that it will be 
fully carried into effect if not opposed by the acknowledgement nncl prac
t;~e of a State Veto, is equally c~rtain. 

\ 
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'fhat as a general rule, the majority must decide ng•ainst the minority1 
,s undoubted, unless there be a special contract which takes the particular 
case out of the general rule. The Constitution is such: by which the power 
of the majority is limited in its exercise to the objects therein pointed out, 
and docs not extend to the reserved rights of which the Constitution guaran
tees to the separate states the exclusive exercise. 

5th. The Constitutivn being the wntten declaration of the purposes 
for which this agency was instituted, it is to be construcJ like all other 
powers given by a principal to an agent. The powers granted cansot be 
honestly exercised, but with a view to the Trusts for which they were granted. 
,vhatevcr is clone by the General Government within the authority delegat• 
cd, is binding on all the State~ and the people of States: what is not done 
under and by virtue of, and within the plain and obvious meaning of the au
thority contained in the Constitution, is not binding : it is null and void, 
like every other unauthorized act of every other agent, in every known or 
supposable case. This is the universal Law of Powers and Agencies in 
every known civilized community : it is the doctrine of the Civil Law of 
Home, of e,·ery nation on the continent of Europe, of Great Britain particu
larly; of the United States; and of every state in the Union. It is so, be
cause it is the dictate of common sense. An agent who exceeds his powers 
:rnd instructions, is not in this respect an agent at all. Neithe1· his principal 
nor any other person is bound by such acts, which may be legally denied 
and resisted by any one. 

6th. Hence also it follows, that the majority in the National Legislature 
have n"o right, power, or control over the minority, but what is giYen by 
the Constitution of the United States, and subject to the limitations therein 
contained. 

That no law passed by the National Legislature ha3 any binding force, 
unless the right of passing it be clearly and undoubtedly found in the Con
stitution of the United States; for Congress bas no authority whatever 
out of that Constitution. That no law, in any wise affecting the reserved 
rights of the States, can be binding on any State, or any citizen of any state. 
Such a law is, ipso fact<>, null and void, Congress being expressly prohibited 
from passing it. 12th Amendment. That when Congress passes a Law, 
the burthen of proof that it is a law clearly authorized by the Constitution, 
rests upon those who claim the right, and exercise the power of passing it. 

7th. If an unconstitntional law be passed, it may be declared to be un
constitutional, or otherwise, by the federal judiciary, in the cases expressly 
committed to that tribunal by the third article of the Constitution, and no 
other. Any act of Congress conferring powers on ihe judiciary, not autho
l'ized by that article, is itself unconstitutional and void. The constitution 
itself bas traced the outlines of judicial power. 

The powers so d_elegated to the federal judiciary, do not include a ques
tion bet,ueen the government of the United States and any State, growing out 
of the reserved rights of the States. Had such a power been intended to be 
included, it is of too great importance not to have been given by clear and 
express w01·ds, leaving no doubt of that intention on the mind. No such 
jurisdiction is to be found in the words of the article referred to: it therefore 
<loes not belong to the federal judiciary. The jealousy of the people, lest 
the federal judiciary should interfere improperly with state rights, gave birth 
to the 11th amendment of the Constitution. Moreover, it could never have 
been intended to have been given, from the nature of the case. Can a prin· 
cipal authorize an agent to dispute pr decide on a question whether his prin 
cipal be such or not! Can a sovereign State commit to a delegated autho
r ity, the right of-deciding whether it be a sovereign State or not? The 
same principle is recognized throughout municipal hiw: Can a tenant dis. 
pute his landlord's title ? The reserved rights of the States are placed, by 
the l.'Jth amendment, and by express words impossible to be mi~understood, 
out of the jurisdiction of the general government and every part and portion 
of it. They can nev~ , therefore, form a question directly, or indirectly1 t 




