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INTRODUCTION

I

LIBERTY and authority exist side by side in some modern states
but they are uneasy neighbours. Where should the line between
them be drawn? When does liberty become licence? When does
authority become tyranny? The great social and political changes
beginning to be so apparent in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries stirred the intellectual world to a great debate on this
basic problem in political science, a debate which still rages.
Active minds in both Europe and America were ceaselessly at work
on the great question. The inquiring bent of the European mind
and the unprecedented experiments across the Atlantic gave the
contribution of publicists in the New World an unusual signifi-
cance. Europe was watching America and America was instruct-
ing Europe,

John Taylor of Caroline County was a Virginia planter who
lived through much of this ferment and was particularly jealous of
liberty and fearful of power: In i8i 4 he published his Inquiry into
the Principles and Policy of the Government of the United States and
established his fame as a political theorist of note. His InquiO, re-
flects the intellectual power and breadth of the eighteenth century.

The eighteenth, and the seventeenth century preceding it, were
periods charged with great energy in Europe. There political
revolution changed man's concepts of freedom and government. A
flood of inventions started an industrial revolution which was to

re-order men's lives and alter their thinking. Europe was expand-
ing and planting new settlements in far-off wildernesses, which in
turn were to contribute a mass of new folkways to alter the be-
haviour patterns of mankind. "'

Few centuries have produced thinkers of wider interests and
:greater enthusiasm for truth than the more outstanding of the
eighteenth-century philosophers, particularly in France and Great
Britain. They were anticipating a new heaven which was to
descend upon earth to demonstrate how men of virtue could lead
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INTRODUCTION

society along highways of progress ever nearer the goal of perfec-
tion. Many of the eighteenth-century citizens of the Enfighten-
ment, like the men of ancient Athens, preferred nothing so much
as hearing some new thing; they felt intense interest in American
happenings. For their part, the new Americans were growing more
and more to feel that they had the answer to some of society's
problems, particularly those touching politics.

The atmosphere in which Taylor grew up was decidedly influ-
enced by European relationships of a complex sort. The nature of
his thinking, the reasons for his conclusions and his contributions
to political theory can be grasped only by placing them in their
setting of European-American interchange; for Taylor, like all his
fraternity, had the patterns of his thought drawn by the hand of
experience.

II

After European intellectuals of the eighteenth century became
aware of what was happening in America, they provoked a contro-
versial interchange which was one of the ostensible motives stirring
Taylor to write. As they awoke to the fact that America was a
laboratory of ideas which might be extremely useful to them, there
was much discussion of the true nature of government, of rights
and privileges and of the measure and distribution of power. The
variety of new governments now being set up in America perhaps
might work out some of these problems.

Various philosophers studied and wrote about the work in
America. Abb6 Raynal published a Philosophical and Political His-
to_yof European Settlements and Commercein the Two Indies (i77o and
many subsequent editions) wherein he sought to show how horribly
Europeans were interfering in a society which had great possibili-
ties.10th&s like Chastellux, Mably and Brissot de Warville either
read about the New World or visited it and then made their

thoughts the texts for published admonitions to Europe to take
note. Statesmen, like Turgot, studied American achievement to
gain light on the problems of European statecraft.

The philosophers and humanitarians were examining everything
American with peculiar zeal and their research was encouraging.
These observant Europeans were finding the New World a place
of superior virtue, despite heartless European cruelty and exploita-

1See also Fran_olsJean de Cha_tellux,Voyagede M. lechevalierde Chastellux
enAm_que [Cauel] (1785.)
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INTRODUCTION

tion. Here dwelt 'the noble savage', the American Indian who was
imparting some of his rugged strength and social understanding to
the white race coming to his shores.

Work had been going on in this laboratory for nearly a century
and a half, particularly in the thirteen British colonies on the
North American mainland. These colonies on the Atlantic shore
had a most favourable environment for social advance in the

stimulating climate of the north temperate zone. Economically
they were likewise fortunate, for moderate effort would yield an
adequate living with a surplus as a spur to wealth-getting. But the
most favouring circumstances for institutional achievement were
political. The situation in the homeland and in the colonies com-
bined to make possible superior institutions.

The colonies had been planted at a time when Great Britain was
at a stage of energetic dxpansion. The exploits of the Elizabethan
Age were followed by the Puritan Revolution, and Englishmen
seemingly were on their mettle. Some of that energy was turned
to colonial founding. Religious zealots, sturdy adventurers and
wealth-hungry enterprisers saw in America the place for their
hearts' desires. They came across the seas to a wilderness which
demanded resourcefulness or death; they had the requisite
resourcefulness.

From their religious, economic and political heritage in England
they drew their institutional patterns and then adjusted them as
new frontier experiences prescribed. They created governments
which were composites of the religious congregation and synod,
the stock company, and the British government under which they
had been reared. They adopted the doctrines of the Puritan and
the Glorious Revolutions and grew more and more independent
in their practice of self-government.

In the years following 1689 the colonial bodies politic were called
upon to exercise their powers of government at the same time they
participated in a series of general European wars which tested
them and taught them both their own competence and the un-
certain quality of the strength and efficiency of the mother country.
The British Government appeared to the colonials as neglectful,
inept at management and, through many of its military and politi-
cal agents, supercilious, disagreeable and insuking. By the time the
Seven Years War came to its end in x763, the thirteen colonies had
come of age, though the British Government, like many parents,
seemed unable to grasp the implications of the fact.
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INTRODUCTION

The powers of self-government, and the freedom to exercise
them, by this time had been so long enjoyed that they led to
another political experiment. They had come to be accepted as
matters of the colonists' rightful prerogative. When the home
government, at the close of an exhausting war, strove to balance
the budget and reorganize the empire administratively, the colo-
nials resisted. Throughout the colonies, certain politicos feared
interference with their controls, merchants were worried about
taxes and loss of profits and property, and citizens in general saw
curtailment of rights and liberties which had become precious to
them.

The British Government of that day was lacking in understand-
ing and was befuddled by the peculiarly complicated politics
played by the Old Whigs, the Bloomsbury Gang and the King's
Friends. Also, the various ministries of the 176o's had to operate in
a period of demoralization such as often follows wars. Many
people were at loose ends in an economic depression; gnd colonial
governments, like the British ministry, were confronted with un-
balanced budgets and heavy taxes.

Apprehension, accident, bad administration, use of military
force, rising indignation, clever propaganda and leadership, plus
the great separation in time and space between London and the
colonies all made their contribution. The result was that a series of

energetic colonial groups led by persons who had gained political
experience in running the various legislatures and. local govern-
ments became active in protesting against the 'tyranny' and
'unconstitutional' taxation which their spokesmen so eloquently
described. The efforts of the home government to cope with them
were inept and futile, no statesman arose with sufficient wisdom to
meet the situation and the result was a Declaration of Indepen-
dence backed by military force. The language of these protests and
of the Declaration as it was drafted by Jefferson, Franklin, Adams,
Sherman and their associates was that of the political philosophers
of this and the preceding centuries. The natural rights theory, the
concept of a government of law, the necessity of popular consent
to acts of rulers, and the right of revolution, all were beautifully
phrased.

The philosophical world, particularly in Paris, looked on with ,
keen interest and a widespread approval. This favourable atten-
tion was not lessened by French resentment at their own recent
defeat and by a desire to see the British power weakened by dissen-
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INTRODUCTION

sion and secession. American emissaries, particularly Franklin,
were received in France with enthusiasm, supplies and money were
provided and enthusiasts for the cause of liberty enlisted. Here was
an opportunity for those who believed in the new theories of social
and political progress to have a hand in the laboratory experiment,
and young zealots like Lafayette, and also some canny adventurers,
threw in their lot with the colonists. Statesmen and politicians
watched successive events transpire and at an opportune moment
the French Government, playing power politics, recognized the
colonies as a republic and implemented a military alliance. Philo-
sophical enthusiasm and power polidcs were tightly tangled in a
pattern which can be explained according to the predilections of
him who seeks to interpret it.

The laboratory technicians were constantly at work during this
War for Independence and their product was extensive. Besides
the Declaration of Independence they must prepare fourteen other
statements to carry out their will and at the same time to' enlighten
a candid world'. Each colony must write its social contract or con-
stitution, and some of them were elaborate. They must proclaim
and safeguard liberty; they must anticipate and destroy possible
tyrannies. So they exalted the legislatures which were the repre-
sentatives of the people, and sharply curbed the executives. Further,
the representatives of the thirteen republics must create a con-
federation, must make a reality of the idea of a United States of
America. They drafted the Articles of Confederation, a contract
for the perpetual union of the thirteen sovereign republics.

The writing of these documents illustrated difficulties which
have been present from the beginning of international co-operation.
One difficulty was the lack of acquaintance among the leaders of
the various colonies. The delegates to the 'Continental Congress',
which began meeting in 1774, were like delegates to other confer-
ences and congresses before and since. Most of them had never met,
they came from communities which had grown up independently
and which had different habits and customs. The men from New

England represented a tradition of religious, economic and other
cultural attitudes and activities quite different from those of the
southern colonies. These strangers had to learn to trust each other
enough to make mutual concessions.

,Another difficulty, and one noted particularly by some European
observers, especially Turgot, was the creation of authority. From
the meeting of the first Continental Congress there had been a
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INTRODUCTION

concern about power. The ex-colonials were enthusiastic about
rights and liberties and suspicious of power, of possible tyrants.
Who was to have power and could anyone be trusted with it?
From the beginning it was agreed that as little authority as pos-
sible should be permitted and the disposition of that little was
dominated by political expediency.

All this dread of power worked to produce a rather naive and
unrealistic concept of the problem of confederation. The authors
of the Articles assumed that, if they continued their Congress of
emissaries without establishing any executive authority, a system of
committees could manage foreign affairs and the armed forces, just
as they had during the War for Independence, and that most other
functions of government could be left to the states. Furthermore
they assumed that the states would contribute quotas of funds on
request, and therefore they gave the Confederation no levy power.
Furthermore they permitted no changes in fundamental law save
by a unanimous vote of the states; on all matters each state had
one vote, regardless of the size of its population, just as though they
were nations in a diplomatic conference.

It was not long before certain weaknesses in this confederation
became apparent. The states, absorbed in their own problems,
failed to give the financial support requested and quarrelled
among themselves. The new confederacy was flouted abroad by
other powers, its borders were harassed by unfriendly neighbours
--Spanish and French as well as British--in league with the Indian
tribes; and within, there were alarming signs of civil disorder
endangering life and property. Some of the friends of the experi-
ment, at home and abroad, began to be gravely concerned. Within
the Confederation men like Washington, Hamilton, Madison and
Wilson, and observers abroad like Turgot, saw that a vital cause
of the trouble was the failure to endow the Confederation with

power. Jealousy and the naive disregard for the need of power had
not safeguarded liberty so much as they had produced weakness.

"Confronted by the problem, certain of the American leaders

went about the task of creating power in true eighteenth-century
fashion. They secured authorization of a special 'constitutional

convention' to study the situation and to produce a plan. They
were 'rational men of virtue' and they would apply the techniques
of the Enlightenment. Several delegates to the conference made
elaborate preparations. They conducted intensive research in the
works of the historians and philosophers and made digests of the
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INTRODUCTION

experiences of all governments, particularly federations. They re-
freshed themselves in Montesquieu, and their discussions within
and without the convention hall centred round this research.

They worked out an eighteenth-century rationalization of fact and
theory and produced a well-conceived logical document for them-
selves and their posterity.

This document was more the product of Anglo-American experi-
ence, and less of research and reason, than its authors probably
realized, a generalization which should be axiomatic in political
science. The British Government and those of the colonies had,
generally speaking, three branches: executive, legislative and judi-
cial; the legislative branch was generally bicameral. As this form
had been blessed by Montesquieu, it was a natural choice. The
resulting Constitution not only supplied the needed power, by
creating an executive and granting more functions to the legislative
branch, but it provided also a neat system of checks and balances
to prevent that power from becoming absolute.

The confederation concept was modified, in the light of unhappy
recent experience and of the study of other such experiments.
Counsels were divided. Some persons, despite experience and re-
search, wanted to continue the loose federation idea. Others advo-
cated a strong, centralized, national republic. The result was a
compromise; a federal system in which the states surrendered more
power than some of their leaders thought safe, while the advocates
of national strength had to be content with a division of power
which they thought weakening.

Form and function were easier to derive than the solution of the

question of participation. Who was to be responsible for the opera-
tion of the system? The new document spoke in the name of the
people, 'We, the people', but it was apparent that those of the
people who were to have the responsibility were limited in number.
Neither the judiciary nor the executive branch could be chosen by
popular" vote. The judges were to be appointed and the executive,
in line with the theory of the founders, was to be chosen by a special
college of experts elected for the purpose. The upper house of the
legislative arm--the Senate--was to be selected by the legislatures
of the states. Only the lower house of that branch was to come
directly from the people and the 'people' in each instance were
only those to whom the several states entrusted the franchise. This
privilege varied; the lower houses of the state legislatures were
generally chosen by male voters who usually must own property
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INTRODUCTION

or pay taxes. In some cases the upper houses were designed to
represent more substantial dements in the state population. The
new federal constitution, like some of the state constitutions, was
designed to ensure a stable government in which people of property
should have the greater responsibility. The Constitution may be
described as a counter-revolutionary document, proposed for the
purpose of stabilizing the forces let loose during the achievement
of independence. Some of the most conspicuous leaders of the
Revolution had no part in it and a few opposed it.

This document was duly presented to the st_ite legislatures
which had commissioned the authors of it. They arranged for its
ratification though in some instances over great opposition, par-
ticularly by those who feared that it had given sufficient power to
the new federal government to create a new tyranny. No popular
vote was ever taken, so it can never be known whether it was
favoured by a voting majority of the people. It was acquiesced in
by those who were not fully convinced and even by those who
opposed it most vigorously.

III

It was one thing to secure acceptance of the new frame, it was
another to put it into operation. Here another struggle for power
ensued, where the same love of liberty and fear of tyranny emerged.
The friends of the Constitution assumed the task of putting it into
operation with little experience to guide them. They knew instinc-
tively that they must give positions of trust only to those who
favoured the order and that they must gain power and the respect
of their opponents. Public confidence they concluded could only
be based upon a show of strength and strength began with adequate
money and credit. The finances of the new nation were in a chaotic
and demoralizing condition, so that the first charge must be to
secure the means to pay the debts and current running expenses of
the new government.

A stroke of genius was needed and it was forthcoming. President
Washington had chosen Alexander Hamilton to be Secretary of
the Treasury and he produced the much-needed plans. He was an
admirer of the system of British public finance with its skilful use
of the national debt and the Bank of England as auxiliaries of the
Exchequer and he proposed a similar scheme to the new Congress.
He would fund the Confederation debt, assume the debts0f the
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INTRODUCTION

states and create a Bank of the United States with the new govern-
ment as minority stockholder. Hamilton's projects appealed to
those who wanted strength and power in the new government.

All did not go smoothly. Power is frightening to many people,
particularly when it is exercised by strangers who live in other
regions and who seemingly have interests which may be conflicting,
or ideas which may be unpalatable. When the new government
was being put into operation the greater part of the republic was
rural; ninety-five per cent of the population lived in isolated
hamlets or on lonely farmsteads, a population widely scattered.
This meant that a large number of the people had no contacts
beyond the few available to farmers. They knew little of the out-
side world except as news came to them by the meagre newspapers,
by the few available books and pamphlets or by the rumours that
were carried from mouth to mouth. Some few had correspondence
and learned from letters, but mail service was poor and such means
of communication not frequently used by the great mass of the
people who could not easily engage in letter writing, even had they
had anyone to whom to write. The result was that there was a
large number of uninformed people who could easily become con-
cerned over matters but vaguely understood, just as three decades
before a large number had been concerned by the imperial policies
after the Seven Years War.

Power was growing up in distant places, in the cities which they
had never seen. In New York, in Philadelphia and Boston a new
power was arising which might easily be feared in much the same
terms as the British Government once had been feared. The new

government had now the authority to tax, with the means to grant
subsidies to the favoured at the expense of the population. It was
also a government which might send officers to enforce unpopular
laws which in turn might possibly be backed by military force.
Most politicians in the state capitals were never certain that this
new central government might not grow stronger at their expense
and lower their prestige and perquisites. It was thus inevitable
that there should arise expressions of fear and protest. This protest
had to have a vocabulary and, as is usual, the protesters adopted
words and ideas which were current, which had a familiar sound
and struck familiar chords.

The language of protest had been polished in England, where
the tradition of such resistance went back to the days of the Magna
Carta and had been vastly reinforced recently in the seventeenth
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century. The troubled years of the Puritan and Glorious Revolu-
tions had brought naturally to the lips of Englishmen certain words

which can be summed up by the terms 'rights' and 'liberties'. They
feared tyranny and had come to regard it as their duty to curb and,
if necessary, liquidate tyrants. The 'immemorial rights of English-
men' were precious possessions which were more frequently
lauded than defined. This vocabulary was fresh in American
minds, as it had been used vigorously during the recent War for
Independence. When the colonists defied King George III they
had formulated their defiance in the terms of the Lockeian political
science and psychology, and they then submitted their formula in

print as a matter of duty for the information of that' candid world'
of theirs. Most of the state constitutions contained a bill of rights

drawn largely from English sources and the omission of such pro-
visions from the federal Constitution had been a powerful weapon
in the hands of those opposed to its ratification. In fact, the addition
of a bill of rights to the C9nstitution , in the guise of the first ten
amendments to it, had to be promised before ratification could be
secured.

When Washington, Hamilton and their Federalist associates set
out to develop the power of the central government, it was very
easy for their opponents to employ the language of the Revolu-
tionary tradition in vigorous protest against what they envisioned
as tyranny, proclaiming that their rights were in danger. To be
sure, there was no king, and Washington was sufficiently revered

and trusted by most men to make unprofitable the general charge
that he was seeking the crown. Yet Jefferson was convinced, or
said he was, that Hamilton was trying to persuade the General to
become a monarch. The Jeffersonians were wont to accuse the
Federalist party, as a group, of having monarchistic preferences.
Furthermore, the fact that Hamilton and Washington had set

themselves to an elaborate task of debt financing and fiscal
organization, particularly in the form of a bank, laid them open
to attack for the economic policies of their new federal government.

This line of attack had a very widespread appeal, because of the
physiographic, ethnographic and economic variety within the new
republic. Physiographically the United States could be divided
into several sections. Peculiarities of soil and climate meant that

sections such as New England, the Middle States and the South

had each its own environment which would encourage different

ways of living and di'ffcrent social customs, Ethnographically,
_6
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distribution was very uneven; the few cities were located pre-
dominantly in the more northerly region. In the south the people
were scattered over large and small farms having a minimum of
communication with their neighbours, with other states or with the
world at large. Economically, also, there were sharp contrasts; the
commercial and general business activity was largely within the
northern states, concentrated in Philadelphia, New York, Boston
and their few municipal contemporaries. Outside of these cities
few people knew anything of commerce and much less of banking
and stock corporation activity. In the South the rural economy
was maintained in part by Negro slave labour which produced an
economic and social organization markedly different from the rest
of the country.

These numerous and deeply felt differences, plus the fact that
most people lived isolated lives without much means of com-
munication, made it possible for politicians to utilize local situa-
tions, to capitalize interests and prejudices and to develop a
propaganda along simple lines of thought and emotion.

The opposition to the policies of the Federalists for putting the
new government into operation began, first in New York and later
in Philadelphia, among active men closely associated in the
Washington Administration, and in the two houses of Congress.
Here individual differences, incompatible personalities and rival
ambitions worked, as they always do, to divide co-operating
groups. Within Washington's official family were Jefferson and
Hamilton, brilliant men who rubbed each other the wrong way.
As Hamilton was quicker and more dynamic and had greater
influence with Washington he seems to have given Jefferson some-
thing akin to a feeling of inferiority; this feeling in the breast of the
latter scarcely hindered his growing belief that the political policy
of the Administration was dangerous.

In Congress, men of different temperaments, ideas and back-
grounds were becoming acquainted with their duties and each
other. In the association with each other they were inevitably ex-
changing likes and dislikes, and forming cliques. In this process,
sectionalism continued to play a role, as it had done in the Con-
tinental Congress of Revolutionary days and under the Articles of
Confederation. Men from New England, the Middle States and
the South, while they had much in common, represented different
ways of life which would naturally be reflected in their legislative
behaviour. Therefore, when the Washington Administration pre-
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sented its fiscal policy there was bound to be a contest based upon
personal and environmental differences. Those who for one reason
or another wished to block or modify the new policies would
appeal to and capitalize these differences. Likewise they would
make use of certain ideas which were then current.

Jefferson and Madison took the lead in opposition to the
Administration and therefore in the founding of partisan organiza-
tion in the new republic. At first they had been willing to follow
Washington and Hamilton in supporting the fiscal policies because
they felt, with all the Administration, that the government must
have credit and funds. Jefferson had gone so far as to intervene to
secure reluctant Virginia votes in Congress. However, as his rela-
tions with Hamilton, in Washington's official family, grew more
complex and as he saw that these fiscal policies were very profitable
to certain northern speculators and business groups, he began to
wonder. He soon discovered that the southern and indeed the rural

regions in general were getting very little direct benefit nor were
they sharing much in the profits. For his part, Madison began to
take the lead in a Congressional bloc that was critical of the
Hamiltonian policies.

Foreign relations were also complicating this growing partisan-
ship. The French Revolution had begun almost simultaneously
with the Washington Administration and had immediately aroused
great interest in the United States. There seemed to be a bond
between the two nations forged by the Enlightenment; many
Frenchmen had been connected, sympathetically, with the Ameri-
can Revolution. The philosophers had watched it intently, the
enthusiasts like Lafayette had participated in it, and the politicians
had aided it. Then Franklin had taken Paris by his wit, wisdom
and charm, combined with a delightful eccentricity of manner and
an eye for the ladies. Jefferson, too, had been stationed there.
Mably had written his Observationssur le gouvernementet les lois des
I_tats-Unis d'Art_rique and Brissot de Warville had been to America
and was now talking and writing of his experiences though his
book was not to come out until the French Revolution was further
advanced. 1

Americans remembered all this and many rejoiced that their
republicanism was spreading to France. The great monarchy was
yielding to the force of American virtue. What a compliment!

a Amsterdam,1784. See alsoJean PierreBrissotde Warville,.Nouveauvoyage
dartslesEtats.Unisdel'AmiriqueSeptentrionalefait enz788(Paris, x79i).

X8



INTRODUCTION

American Revolutionary documents and constitutions had been
translated and were being read. What a triumph of human reason!
The United States was prepared to encourage France as she em-
barked on the unfamiliar waters of constitutionalism in search of

liberty. But the halcyon days did not last long. The French became
more radical; heads, even crowned ones, fell, the Christian religion
was abandoned in favour of a godless rationalism and the forces of
world politics began to operate. England and France were at war.

These developments divided American public opinion. When
France, beset by her enemies, notably Great Britain, called upon
the new republic for aid under the treaty of I778 the issue was
placed squarely before the American Government and public. By
this dine a reaction against France had set in. The excesses of the
Revolutionaries in destroying life, property and religion had not
gone unnoticed and many pious and conservative people shuddered.
Also the commercial and financial ties between London and the

United States had been resumed profitably and war would sunder
them. Furthermore, the new republic had practically abandoned
its armament and had neither force nor money with which to go to
war. Washington and his Administration, including Jefferson,
friend of France though he was, decided that neutrality was the
only course. Nevertheless Jefferson resented this decision as a
further evidence of favour to England, which he knew was
Hamilton's interest; and it did not improve their relationships.
Other friends of France who resented neutrality might be rallied
against Washington.

Altogether Jefferson had excellent material out of which to build
party organization: fear of profiteers, of corruption and of Britain,
the prejudices of rural taxpayers, friendship for liberty and for
France. He began a skilful mobilization. There were no modern
conveniences for political organization but he proceeded in
methodical fashion. He talked to many. He wrote to leaders in the
various states. He sought to stimulate men to assume leadership.
He travelled, ostensibly for recreation, but he knew whom to visit.
He made friends among the local editors and subsidized an organ
from State Department funds. Thus he and Madison and his
friends spread their ideas. They set up little formal machinery.
They held no great conventions, no meetings of delegates. But
there was constant letter writing; and at such gatherings as sessions
of state legislatures everywhere, at sittings of county courts in the
South and at town meetings in New England, friends of Jefferson
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INTRODUCTION

met, conferred and decided to endorse candidates for office..
Gradually the idea grew that the administration of the federal
government was in the hands of monarchists and reactionary
friends of the rich who were careless or disdainful of rights and
liberties.

IV

These experiences became the guiding influence in the growth

of John Taylor's ideas and the key to his philosophy. He had been
born in 1753 and was coming into manhood in the stirring birth
years of the American Revolution. 1His father died when he was
three and he was brought up by a kinsman, Edmund Pendleton.
His guardian was a lawyer and politician, judge and legislator.
Young Taylor was sent to William and Mary College and after-
wards studied law with Pendleton. He became a practising
attorney at the age of twenty-one in r 774, just as the Revolution
was brewing.

He had been educated, not only in the classics and in the law,
but likewise in politics and political theory. From 1760 to 1776,
Virginia had been talking politics, seeking to define its various
relations with Great Britain and with the British Government.

From Patrick Henry's speech in the Parsons' Cause, until Richard
Henry Lee's resolutions in the Continental Congress and Thomas
Jefferson's report on the Declaration of Independence, the anvils
in the smithy of ideas were ringing with heavy blows from mighty
hammers. Pendleton was one of those at work at the forges and
Taylor in his most impressionable years was ably tutored in the
revolutionary philosophy of rights and liberties.

Taylor served in the Virginia militia and in the Continental
army during much of the war and emerged from the last Virginia
campaign as a lieutenant-colonel. Furthermore he was a member
of the Virginia legislature during the most perilous period of the
struggle. He was not only indoctrinated with republicanism but
he had practical experience in putting these doctrines into effect.

After the struggle was over Taylor married the daughter of a
wealthy lawyer-planter, John Penn, signer of the Declaration of
Independence. Taylor, like most of his neighbours now that the
peaceful days had come, settled down to farm and practise law.
He and his wife bought and inherited several plantations and he

1AveryO. Craven, 'John Taylor' in DictionaryofAmericanBiography,XVII;
HenryH. Simms,Lift ofaToimTaylor(Richmond,Va., I932 ).
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was as ardent an agriculturist as he had been a revolutionary. Also
he was fond of reading and kept up with the times, and then there
was always the Virginia planters' dash of politics to add zest to life.
He was one of the republican oligarchy of lawyer-planters who
ruled the counties of Virginia and either went to the legislature or
chose those who were to go. He was the friend of Jefferson and since
boyhood the companion of James Madison.

Taylor was not in any official position at the time that the ques-
tion of ratification of the Constitution was in the public eye, so he
did not participate actively in this contest. However, he was doubt-
ful about the document because it contained no bill of rights. He
did not follow Washington, with whom he seems to have had no
particular contact at any time. His real activity in politics waited
until i792 , when he was appointed Senator to fill an unexpired
term. Appearing in the then capital city of Philadelphia while the
heat generated by Hamilton's financial policies ran high, he be-
came convinced that there was danger to the Republic from the
creation of a monied interest, and he published a pamphlet,
A Definition of Parties, or the Political Effects of the Paper System
Considered, which exposed what he felt approached corruption.
The promoters of Hamilton's plan, said the author, were receiving
a profit which they did not deserve and which they would secure
at the expense of the taxpayers.

From this time forward Taylor worked with Thomas Jefferson
in building up the party which was to curb the Federalists,
christened the Democratic-Republican party. His term in the
Senate was brief, lasting less than two years, after which he re-
turned to Virginia though not entirely to private life. He was a
Presidential elector supporting Jefferson in i796 and shortly after-
wards he entered the Virginia legislature. In the meantime the
interests of the Federalists had not been confined to establishing a
strong central government and a sound credit; difficulties con-
nected with the European war had led the Federalist administra-
tion of John Adams to take repressive measures in the interests of
public security. Fearing particularly the intrigues of foreigners and
the attacks which the Republican friends of France were making
upon the government, Congress enacted laws, the Alien and Sedi-
tion Acts, which empowered the Federal government to suppress
certain types of freedom of expression and political activity.

Jefferson and his friends saw, not only that these acts were really
dangerous to the spirit of liberty, but also that they would make
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good political ammunition. Thereupon they proceeded to use
them effectively. They began a propaganda attacking the Federal-
ists as violating the Constitution, destroying liberty and favouring
Great Britain. In true eighteenth-century fashion they decided
that they must put their views in writing. So John Taylor intro-
duced into the Virginia legislature the famous series of resolutions
which he suggested to Jefferson and which Madison composed,
denouncing the Federal administration for tyrannical laws and
calling upon the states to interpose, to arrest them as violations of
the Constitution. These pronouncements, together with a similar
series passed by the Kentucky legislature, became popularly
known as the 'Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions' and became
the political platform of Jefferson's party.

The appeal of Jeffersonian principles, the astuteness &Jefferson
as leader, the ineptitude of the Federalists and the weakness bred
of twelve years of power produced the downfall of the Federalists
in i8oo and the accession of Jefferson to the Presidency. During
this administration Taylor returned to the Senate, again for a brief
time, I8o3-x8o4. Here he undertook to defend the Chief Execu-
tive, even accepting the Louisiana Purchase. However, the party
ofJefferson was not to be wholly harmonious and he, like Washing-
ton, found that he could not keep the Virginians in line. There
were rivals for the succession. Jefferson favoured Madison but
James Monroe, coming back from a futile mission to Great Britain
with a grievance, soon joined those opposing the elevation of
Madison. This anti-Madison faction varied in different states but

represented a common desire seemingly to express dissatisfaction
with Jefferson's methods of political management. These schis-
matics were generally known as 'Tertium Quids', i.e. neither
Jeffersonians nor Federalists, but something else.

John Taylor found himself among the Tertium Quids as he was
coming to the belief that Jefferson was not true to Republican
ideals and that it was necessary to speak out. Colonel Taylor in
fact had been engaged, in rather desultory fashion, for nearly
twenty years in formulating an eighteenth-century inquiry into the
reason for things political. Scarcely realizing that it pertained to a
century which was past, he nevertheless felt it was time to bring
this long analysis to a close and give it to the public. He may have
wanted it to be campaign material for the Presidential election of
i812, but so large was the work and so slow the printer that it did
not appear until I8I 4.
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V

This Inquiry, being a reflection of late eighteenth-century political
science, can best be understood in the light of the political philo-
sophy of the time. It fitted into a sequence of polemic writing
which had started during the Revolution. The progress of the
struggle for independence and effective government in America
had stimulated a mass of writing, both theoretical and practical,
since Europe's political philosophers and statesmen, particularly in
France, had been keenly interested in various aspects of the contest.
The efforts at constitution-making by the states and the Confedera-
tion received careful attention and editions in French translation

were printed as early as I778. The French statesman, Turgot,
studied them and wrote a criticism of these constitutions that year
which was published after his death in 1784. He concentrated
particularly on division of power and the checks and balances which
were the pride of American constitutiori-making. He felt that an
effective state must have its powers concentrated in one sovereign
body, not divided. From other quarters there was criticism that
these htates were not democratic and that the will of the people
could be too easily checked or circumvented? Then in 1786 a civil
disturbance over mortgage foreclosures in Massachusetts, known
as Shays Rebellion, gave emphasis to such strictures.

These criticisms moved John Adams, then American minister at
the Court of St. James's, to take up his pen. When he was so moved,
nothing could stop him, and the result was a three-volume work,
A Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the United States of
America.2 In this heavy opus he sought to answer Turgot's criticism
and also a work, The Excellency of a Free State, by an Englishman of
radical leanings, Marchamont Nedham. He surveyed a great
variety of governments, related their history at length and came to
certain conclusions. Mankind, he decided, was naturally unfitted
to rule itself and therefore not to be trusted; governments must be

so organized as to check man's depraved tendencies. The various
types of government devised so far were unsatisfactory. Aristo-
cratic or monarchical governments tended to be despotic. Demo-

1 Richard Price, Observations on the Importance of the American Revolution and the
Means of Making it a Benefit to the World (London, x784),contains letter of Turgot
to Price, Paris, Mar. _2, I788.

s John Adams, A Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the United States
(Phila., 1787).
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cracy, which Adams believed to be the worst of governments, led
to the despotism of the mob or its leaders, or to anarchy.

The only way to produce good government was to unite these
types in a balanced form, with a strong executive, checked by
a legislature representing the aristocratic and the democratic
elements in its two houses. It was hoped that in this way the best
people, the natural aristocrats, the well-born, rich, talented and
virtuous could be given a reasonable predominance in govern-
ment, checked always by the representatives of the mass in one of
the houses of the legislature.

This system of checks and balances was described by Adams in
the first volume of his book which was ready in time to be in the
hands of some of those making the Constitution in 1787 . A similar
system was devised and incorporated in that instrument, not be-
cause of Adams' eloquence, but because colonial and British
experience had directed the thoughts of the drafters in that
channel.

Their work raised apprehensions among many who thought the
new system might curtail liberty; and so three of the most gifted of
the advocates of the Constitution undertook to urge its adoptmn m
a series of essays printed in the newspapers, known as the Federalist
papers. They, likewise, had recourse to history and showed that
government without authority was ineffective and productive of
anarchy. A government must have power and at the same time
must allow mankind the enjoyments of rights and liberty; the
federal republic with its represemative system was designed to do
just that. The checks and balances would prevent any faction,
interest or pressure group from getting undue control. The central,
federal power was to be a stabilizing influence, not an oppressive
instrument.

The arguments of Adams and of the authors of the Federalist
long disturbed Taylor and men of his sympathies. His experience
with the new government from 1789 to 1811 only confirmed him
in a growing apprehension that something of great value to the
world, which America had produced, was being perverted. He felt
impelled to work out a counter-philosophy which should commend
itself to his fellowmen and give them a platform on which to rally
in their effort to awaken the American people to a sense of danger.
So, twenty-seven years after John Adams' volumes appeared,
Taylor published his large book, the Inquiry, which was ostensibly
in great part a refutation of Adams' philosophy.
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Taylor was neither an orderly thinker nor a concise writer.
Also, whether consciously or unconsciously, he distorted Adams'
meaning. The latter was defending the type of government devised
by certain states like Massachusetts before the Federal Constitution
was drafted while Taylor argues as though he were describing the
new national instrument. Also he was very slow and evidently started
and stopped many times. His work therefore has changes of mood.
It reflected his disagreement with Adams in 1787-88, his fear of
Hamilton in x79o-93, his opposition to the Federalists, x797-I 80 i,
and his disappointment in Jefferson in I8O6-O9. He also made
use of ideas which he had published in pamphlet form and
thoughts he had uttered in legislative chambers. As the most casual
reader will see it is verbose, repetitive and disorganized. Also it is
naive and unsophisticated in some respects; its author was the
victim of the simplicity of social thought and the inadequacy of
the social knowledge of the famous century of the Enlightenment.

Yet the Inquiry is surprisingly wise and clear-sighted. Taylor
had read widely among the philosophers; Aristotle, Machiavelli.
Locke, Sidney, Adam Smith, Malthus, the Physiocrats, Rousseau,
Montesquieu and Godwin were known to him. He had devised a
political theory which has a familiar sound to those who have
walked with the eighteenth-century philosophers. This farmer-
politician was a devotee of the cult of Arcadian virtues--a very
natural choice for him to make.

Man, he believed, was not depraved, he was dominated by
moral qualities which might be either good or evil. Therefore it
was essential that government should be devised to direct man in
the path of virtue, to stimulate his good rather than his evil im-
pulses. To this end government should be one of laws, not of men.
Laws could be made on the basis of moral principles but men
might well be dynamic zealots, demagogues who could not be
trusted. Men in power would probably be guided by self-interest,
would build support by granting special favours and thus would t
produce an unjust distribution of property and a class of parasites.

Taylor's reading of history, too, was quite extensive and he
emerged from it with a deep conviction that power is corrupting.
Throughout the development of the human race, despotism had
appeared constantly, based upon superstition, force or unjust
seizure of property. Priestly classes supporting divinely created
monarchs, feudal aristocracies and their royal suzerains, and more
recently stock-jobbing capitalists who supported kings and on
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occasion assumed titles of nobility, these, so far, had been the sum
total of the results of man's experience with government--with one
exception: the United States.

This republic was the first attempt made to found a government
on good moral principles. It had a government of law, no men
were to be given much opportunity to feel the corrupting hand of
power, for each community, or state, was to manage its own affairs
and leave little to be done by the new federal government. The
men, i.e. the officials, in this central government would be
balanced by the men, i.e. the voters, in the local communities who
in frequent elections would check any tendencies among those in
the federal government to succumb to the lure of power. The
United States, he asserted, was not a government of aristocrats and
monarchs with only feeble checks by popular representatives in
one house of Congress. Rather it wa_ a government of plain men
with little power in federal office, jealously watched by other plain
men who came frequently to the polls to check. These same voters
would also serve as the militia, so there would be no standing army
to be useful in any abuse of power. Thus virtuous rational Arca-
dians, intelligent voters and sturdy militia men who peacefully
cultivated their broad acres and kept up with the times, would
preserve the moral principles upon which the new government was
founded.

Such was the moral achievement in political science which
Taylor believed the founders had desired. But, he lamented, it had
soon been perverted. Men like Adams with his cult of aristocracy,
men like Hamilton with their corrupt schemes of unjust property
distribution at the expense of the Arcadians, were dangerous. All
history had shown that those in office sought to take not only
power but wealth. Hamilton by his plans for funding the debt,
establishing a bank and enacting a protective tariff had enriched
speculators, stock jobbers, and parasites at the expense of the land-
holding taxpayers. This group was ready to support the central
government in ever greater usurpations and injustices.

Not only must such schemes be guarded against eternally by a
party alive to Republican virtues, such as Jefferson and his
associates had led to power in 18oo, but there were more subtle
dangers. Federal power, even in the hands of virtuous Arcadians,
was corrupting. The noble Jefferson had fallen a victim of it, his
administration had been autocratic and centralizing and not too
unfriendly to speculative interests.
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His safeguards against such perils were Spartan. He would
shorten the terms of the president and senators, no executive

should be eligible for re-election. The irresponsibility of the judi-
ciary should be checked. There must be strict virtue and adher-
ence to moral principles. Those in power must sternly put aside
the temptation to favour a few or to distribute wealth by law.
Government must protect, not distribute property. The federal
government must be self-denying, exercise only a minimum of
authority and leave the responsibilities of rule largely to the citizens
of the states where Republican virtue could be better exercised by
free Arcadians. The_ would be immune from the temptation of

power, dwelling on their own farms, progressing by their own
efforts towards that perfection which Taylor believed education
and individual effort could achieve.

In one sense of course this is a very imperfect and simple philo-
sophy, assuming as it did the continued prevalence of rural social

organization and economy. Taylor grasped, few of the dynamic
potentialities of the mechanization of life and industry. Nor were
the evidences of evil, which he saw in Hamilton's efforts to create

sound credit and to encourage adequate industry, as convincing as
he claimed. Subsidy was inevitable in a new undeveloped country;
working against it was like Canute's gesture against the fide. Also

centralization was necessary, as Jefferson learned even if Taylor
did not. Taylor's understanding of the complexities of human be-
haviour was no clearer than those current in the Enlightenment.

On the other hand there is a decidedly modern note in all this,
one which is typically American. Taylor may be said to be the first

Muckraker. He anticipated the Populists, the Progressives and the
New Dealers of a later day. He saw the evil of an alliance between
government and business interests. He would drive the money
changers from the temple. His strictures on the activities of bank-
ing corporations have the same basic meaning as those against

railroads, trusts and utility-holding companies of a much later
date. His attacks on the paper-holders, whom, he charged, Hamil-
ton wished to enrich, were similar to later denunciations of bond-

holders, 'bankers', and malefactors of great wealth. His demand
for strict regard for moral principles, and that those in office hold
themselves bound by public trust to resist and overcome tempta-
tion, has been repeated by statesmen and reformers in every crisis

since. These pleas for public morality are universals that bear no
mark of any century but are prized in all.
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So Colonel John Taylor wrote his book. A Virginia farmer,
lawyer and politician, he assumed attitudes which had been typical
of his time and residence. His political thinking was dominated by
his situation in life and he evolved or accepted theories which ac-
corded with his circumstances. When he was in the Senate and of

the minority party he thought as the minority thought. When he
returned to the Senate as one of the majority he, like Jefferson, put
aside these scruples and proceeded unfettered. When he left the
Senate a second time and saw his influence less than formerly, he
again had doubts and even worried about Jefferson's consistency.
The evolution of Taylor's thought illustrates very well a fact that
political theorists have been known to neglect, namely that political
theory is seldom the exercise in pure reason which its author be-
lieves it to be, but rather a reflection of some very practical experi-
ences in the intriguing field of political endeavour and ambition.

Taylor's writing continued after the publication of the Inquiry. In
the next ten years he went back to the Senate for a brief term
(1822-27) and published several more tracts, ConstructionConstrued,
and Constitutions Vindicated (182o) New Views of the Constitution of the
United States (i823) and Tyranny Unmasked (I822). He continued to
see the dangers which government would create for itself by sub-
sidy to business. He fought the protective tariff and the Bank of the
United States and stressed even more vigorously the theory of a
limited federal government and the paramount rights of the states.
His various writings, never widely read, were used by others who
could speak more coherently than he could write. They were trans-
lated into vigorous oratory, particularly by Calhoun and by other
politicians and publicists who were becoming more and more con-
cerned over the relation of the southern states to the Federal

government. No small part of the oratorical contests which had so
much to do with the coming of the Civil War were fought with the
ideas of Taylor. But the Arcadian philosophy of a rural era could
not solve the problems of a multiplying population in an age of
cities and machines. Alas for the Arcadian dream of rural felicity!

The Inquiry was lost sight of for many years. It was never re-
printed and was hard to secure as early as the x83o's. Not until the
twentieth century did it come to life. Then, when a more realistic
school of historians and political scientists were seeking a 'New
History', much of the old story was reassessed. In the United
States, the public, aided by Gladstone and Lord Bryce, had ac-
cepted an idealized view of the nature of the American constitu-
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tions and the impulses of its founders. Charles A. Beard was not
satisfied and went to Treasury records, pamphlets and the corre-

spondence of the founders and produced an' economic interpreta-
tion'. He showed, as Taylor had done, how profitable had been

the operation of the new constitution under the guidance of
Hamilton's policies. He noted Taylor's penetration in detecting
this over a century before and proclaimed Taylor's work one of the
' two or three really historic contributions to political science which

have been produced in the United States'.1 Historians and political
theorists have done much in recent years to explore Taylor's
thought and bring him forth as the 'Philosopher of Jeffersonian
Democracy', the ' most fruitful of Republican intellects ,.2

This plain Virginia farmer, it is now recognized, made a signifi-
cant contribution to the debate over the limits of liberty and
authority. Though he was weak in his understanding of the
inevitability of some of the trends which he feared yet he was

strong in his perception of the evils that threatened the American
government and in his sturdy faith that public morality is essential
in a democracy.

ROY FRANKLIN NICHOLS

1 Charles A. Beard, EconomicOrigins offfeffersonian Democracy(N.Y., x915),
p, 323•

Eugene T. Mu_tge, The Social Philosophyof aTohnTaylor of Caroline(N.Y.,
1939); Benjamin F. Wright,Jr., 'The Philosopher of Jeffersonian Democracy',
Am. Pol. Scl. Rev., XXII, 87cr--92;Albert J. Beveridge, Life of John Marshall
(Boston, i916-19) , IV, 58 n.
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TO THE PUBLICK

THIs book being written for your use, and subject to your
judgement, the means, motives and habits of the author ought to
be disclosed, lest its imperfections should be ascribed to his cause,
instead of his bias or inability.

Having arrived at manhood just before the commencement of
the revolutionary war, the ardour of that controversy, a consider-
able intercourse with many of the chiefs who managed it, a service
of three years in the continental army, of twelve in legislative
bodies, and an experience of our policy both in poverty and afflu-
ence, inspired him with the opinions he has endeavoured to
sustain. At the age of forty, his circumstances, which had been
ruined by military expenses and the depreciation of paper money,
having been repaired by the practice of the law, a desire of being
more useful, induced him to devote the residue of his life in a
private station, to the advancement of academical, agricultural,
and political knowledge. These essays contain the result of his
endeavours as to the last; and whatever may be their fate, he is
not conscious of having written a single sentence from a bad motive.

Upon the appearance of Mr. Adams's defence of the American
constitutions, and of the essays signed Publius, but entitled the
Federalist, he imbibed an opinion, that both had paid too much
respect to political skeletons, constructed with fragments torn from
monarchy, aristocracy and democracy, called, in these essays, the
numerical analysis; and too little to the ethereal moral principles,
alone able to bind governments to the interest of nations. Subse-
quent occurrences induced him to conclude, that a confidence in
that analysis, inspired by these books, had deadened the public
attention to the only means for preserving a free and moderate
government. And the following essays (in which the reader will not
find Mr. Adams's erudition, nor the elegant style of Publius, be-
cause the author was not master of them) are the contemporaneous
suggestions of these occurrences or of experience, designed to por-
tray human nature in a political state, and to explain the moral
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principles capable of foretelling its acdons, and controlling its vices.
Monarchy, aristocracy and democracy, appeared to the author

to be inardficial, rude, and almost savage political fabricks; and
the idea of building a new one with the materials they could afford,
seemed like that of erecting a palace with materials drawn from

Indian cabins. He thought that these respectable commentators,
in making the attempt, had allowed little or nothing new or pre-
eminent to the policy of the United States; had overlooked both
the foundation and the beautiful entablature of its pillars: and had
left mankind still enchanted within the mag-ick circle of the
numerical analysis.

Believing that the true value and real superiority of our policy
consisted in its good moral principles; that these principles were
the only worthy object of national affection, and the only just solu-
tion of the ill success of other governments and of the wonderful

prosperity of our own; that by transplanting it upon the British
substratum, maxims and measures destructive to ours, however

calculated for their political system, would be introduced; that the
danger of this approximation was greatly augmented, by the
respect which the English form of government attracts as the work
of our gallant ancestors, the source of our affection for liberty, and
the solitary rival of our own; that the belief of such an affinity,
would enable legislation to draw the confines of the two forms of

government so near together, that a step or even a stumble might
pass from one to the other; and that a disclosure of the contrariety
in their principles, might become a beacon against an exchange of
good and lasting moral principles, for cobweb and fluctuating
numerical balances; the author of these essays concluded, that the

next age ought not to be deluded, by the silence of its predecessors,
into a belief that this affinity was generally allowed.

Although the elevation of the British form of government, pro-
duced by a few moral principles, violently and of course clumsily
thrust under it at different times, constituted the American observa-

tory at the epoch of the revolution; from whence, through the
telescope, necessity, new principles were discovered, now con-
firmed by the distinct experience of each state for periods, exceed-
ing, when united, the duration of any one of the modifications of
the British government: yet the non-existence of the supposed
affinity is at once disclosed by the few words 'balance of orders

and judicial independence.' The first, indigenously implying a
sovereignty of orders of men, and th e second a judicial dependence
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upon that sovereignty; transplanted, balance is applied to powers
without sovereignty, and independence to confer a judicial power
never thought of in England.

By the British policy, the nation and the government is con-
sidered as one, and the passive obedience denied to the king con-
ceded to the government, whence it alters its form and its principles,
without any other concurrence than that of its parts; whereas, by
ours, the nation and the government are considered as distinct, and
a claim of passive obedience by the latter, would of course be
equivalent to the same claim by a British king.

Instead of an affinity, a deep rooted contrariety appeared to the
author of these essays to exist, in the reliance of one policy upon
political law and national opinion, and of the other upon official
power, for the control of official power. It seemed to him as un-
philosophical to suppose that official power could be mixed with
human nature without changing its qualities, as that alcohol would
not change the qualities of water; and that to moderate official
power by official power, was something like weakening alcohol
with alcohol. On the other hand, he could not discern how publick
opinion could perform the office expected of it, unless it was well
instructed in those good moral principles, capable of distinguishing
between laws or measures consonant to the nature of our policy,
and those flowing from avarice, party zeal, ambition, or the errour
of its supposed affinity to the British.

The human mind, buoyed up to the zenith of hope upon the
billows of the French revolution, sunk with its wreck into the
gloom of despair; and philosophers seem inclined to abandon a
successful experiment, because they have been obliged to disgorge
extravagant theories. It is necessary for the happiness and safety of
the people of the United States, to revive political discussion, both
to enable them to defeat the frauds of factions, and lest it be in-
ferred from the despotism of France, that the government of their
rival is the last refuge from oppression. The great danger of artisans
and agriculturists lies in the legal depredations of the various parties
actuated by exclusive interests, natural to the British policy, such as
a court interest, a military interest, a stock interest, and various
other separate interests, whose business it is to get what they can
from the rest of the nation. Like the armies of Bonaparte, all such
parties subsist upon contributions, and repay them with arrogance
and contempt. By such parties, or by enlisting under some states-
man or general, agriculture and arts have been universally de-
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graded from political influence, and subjected to a tutelage formed
to plunder them.

A few texts are selected from Mr. Adams's defence of the consti-

tutions of the United States, because its candour furnished the best

materials for a distinct exhibition of certain subjects; and the in-
violable obligation of freely examining his doctrines, was not

inconsistent with a high opinion of his virtue and talents.
The author has only to add, that he has nothing to plead in

excuse of the imperfections of these essays, but his incapacity, and
that a common sentinel may awaken an army. He has devoted to
them the occasional spare time of a busy life, during twenty years.
Their revision and publication was deferred, until age had abated

temporal interests and diminished youthful prejudices; so that they
are almost letters from the dead. And he offers them near the end

of his life, as an oblation to those political principles, for which he
was indebted for much happiness in his passage through it.

It is necessary to inform the publick that these essays were
written before the 17th day of November, 181 I, when the contract
was made for printing them; to disclose the reason, why no use has
been made of any subsequent event.

THE AUTHOR
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Section the First

ARISTOCRACY

MR. ADAMS'Spolitical system, deduces government from a
natural fate; the policy of the United States deduces it from moral
liberty. Every event proceeding from a motive, may, in a moral
sense, be termed natural. And in this view, 'natural' is a term,
which will cover all human qualities. Lest, therefore, the terms
' natural and moral' may not suggest a correct idea of the opposite
principles, which have produced rival political systems, it is a
primary object to ascertain the sense in which they are here used.

Man, we suppose to be compounded of two qualities, distinguish-
able from each other; matter and mind. By mind, we analyze the
powers of matter; by matter we cannot analyze the powers of
mind. Matter being an agent of inferior power to mind, its powers
may be ascertained by mind; but mind being an agent of sovereign
power, there is no power able to limit its capacity. The subject can-
not be an adequate menstruum for its own solution. Therefore, as
we cannot analyze mind, it is generally allowed to be a supernatural
quality.

To the human agencies, arising from the mind's power of ab-
straction, we apply the term ' moral;' to such as are the direct and
immediate effect of matter, independent of abstraction, the terms
'natural or physical.' Should Mr. Adams disallow the application
of this distinction to his theory, by saying, that when he speaks of
natural political systems, he refers both to man's mental and
physical powers, and includes whatever the term 'moral' can
reach; I answer, that it is incorrect to confound in one mass the

powers of mind and body, in order to circumscribe those of mind,
by applying to the compound, the term 'natural,' if it is impossible
for mind to limit and ascertain its own powers.

Whether the human mind is able to circumscribe its own powers,

is a question, between the two modern political parties. One (of
which Mr. Adams is a disciple) asserts that man can ascertain his
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own moral capacity, deduces consequences from this postulate, and
erects thereon schemes of government--right, say they, because
natural. The other, observing that those who affirm the doctrine,
have never been able to agree upon this natural form of govern-
ment; and that human nature has been perpetually escaping from
all forms; considers government as capable of unascertained
modification and improvement, from moral causes.

To illustrate the question; let us confront Mr. Adams's opinion
'that aristocracy is natural, and therefore unavoidable,' with one
'that it is artificial or factitious, and therefore avoidable.' He
seems to use the term 'natural' to convey an idea distinct from
moral, by coupling it with the idea of fatality. But moral causes,
being capable of human modification, events flowing from them,
possess the quality of freedom or evitation. As the moral efforts, by
which ignorance or knowledge are produced, are subjects them-
selves of election, so ignorance and knowledge, the effects of these
moral effects, are also subjects of election; and ignorance and
knowledge are powerful moral causes. If, therefore, by the term
'natural' Mr. Adams intended to include 'moral,' the idea of
'fatality' is inaccurately coupled with it; and if he resigns this idea,
the infallibility of his system, as being natural, must also be resigned.

That he must resign his political predestination, and all its con-
sequences, I shall attempt to prove, by shewing, that aristocracies,
both ancient and modern, have been variable and artificial; that
they have all proceeded from moral, not from natural causes; and
that they are evitable and not inevitable.

An opinion 'that nature makes kings or nobles' has been the
creed of political fatalists, from the commencement of the sect; and
confronts its rival creed 'that liberty and slavery are regulated by
political law.' However lightly Mr. Adams may speak of Filmer, it
is an opinion in which they are associated, and it is selected for
discussion, because by its truth or falsehood, the folly or wisdom of
the policy of the United States is determined.

In the prosecution of these objects, frequent use will be made of
the word 'aristocracy,' because the ideas at present attached to it,
make it more significant than any other.

Mr. Adams rears his system upon two assertions: 'That there
are only three generical forms of government; monarchy, aristo-
cracy and democracy, of which all other forms are mixtures; and
that every society naturally produces an order of men, which it is

impossible to confine to an equality of rights.' Political power in
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one man, without division or responsibility, is monarchy; the same
power in a few, is aristocracy; and the same power in the whole
nation, is democracy. And the resemblance of one system of

government to either of these forms, depends upon the resemblance
of a president or a governor to a monarch; of an American senate,
to an hereditary order; and of a house of representatives, to a
legislating nation.

Upon this threefold resemblance Mr. Adams has seized, to bring
the political system of America within the pale of the English
system of checks and balances, by following the analysis of anti-
quity; and in obedience to that authority, by modifying our tem-
porary, elective, responsible governors, into monarchs; our senates
into aristocratical orders; and our representatives, into a nation
personally exercising the functions of government.

Whether the terms 'monarchy, aristocracy and democracy,' or
the one, the few, and the many, are only numerical; or characteris-

tic, like the calyx, petal and stamina of plants; or complicated, with
the idea of a balance; they have never yet singly or collectively
been used to describe a government, deduced from good moral
principles.

If we are unable to discover in our form of government, any
resemblance of monarchy, aristocracy or democracy, as defined by
ancient writers, and by Mr. Adams himself, it cannot be com-

pounded of all, but must be rooted in some other political element;
whence it follows, that the opinion which supposes monarchy,
aristocracy and democracy, or mixtures of them, to constitute all
the elements of government, is an error, which has produced a
numerical or exterior classification, instead of one founded in

moral principles.
By this error, the moral efforts of mankind, towards political

improvement, have been restrained and disappointed. Under
every modification of circumstances, these three generical prin-
ciples of government, or a mixture of them, have been universally
allowed to comprise the whole extent of political volition; and

whilst the liberty enjoyed by the other sciences, has produced a
series of wonderful discoveries; politics, circumscribed by an

universal opinion (as astronomy was for centuries) remained
stationary from the earliest ages, to the American revolution.

It will be an effort of this essay to prove, that the United States
have refuted the ancient axiom, 'that monarchy, aristocracy and
democracy, are the only elements of government,' by planting
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theirs in moral principles, without any reference to those elements;
and that by demolishing the barrier hitherto obstructing the pro-
gress of political science, they have cleared the way for improvement.

Mr. Adams's system promises nothing. It tells us that human
nature is always the same: that the art of government can never
change; that it is contracted into three simple principles; and that
mankind must either suffer the evils of one of these simple prin-
ciples; as at Athens, Venice, or Constantinople; or those of the
same principles compounded, as at London, Rome, or Lacedemon.
And it gravely counts up several victims of democratic rage, as
proofs, that democracy is more pernicious than monarchy or aristo-
cracy. Such a computation is a spectre, calculated to arrest our
efforts, and appal our hopes, in pursuit of political good. If it
be correct, what motives of preference between forms of govern-
ment remain? On one hand, Mr. Adams calls our attention to
hundreds of wise and virtuous patricians, mangled and bleeding
victims of popular fury; on the other, he might have exhibited
millions of plebeians, sacrificed to the pride, folly and ambition of
monarchy and aristocracy; and, to complete the picture, he ought
to have placed right before us, the effects of these three principles
commixed, in the wars, rebellions, persecutions and oppressions of
the English form, celebrated by Mr. Adams as the most perfect of
the mixed class of governments. Is it possible to convince us, that
we are compelled to elect one of these evils? After having discovered
principles of government, distinct from monarchy, aristocracy
or democracy, in the experience of their efficacy, and the enjoy-
ment of their benefits; can we be persuaded to renounce the dis-
covery, to restore the old principles of political navigation., and to
steer the commonwealth into the disasters, against which all past
ages have pathetically warned us? It is admitted, that man, physi-
cally, is' always the same;' but denied that he is so, morally. Upon
the truth or error of this distinction, the truth or error of Mr.
Adams's mode of reasoning and of this essay, will somewhat de-
pend. If it is untrue, then the cloud of authorities collected by him
from all ages, are irrefutable evidence, to establish the fact, that
political misery is unavoidable; because man is always the same.
But if the moral qualities of human nature are not always the same,
but are different both in nations and individuals; and if govern-
ment ought to be constructed in relation to these moral qualities,
and not in relation to factitious orders; these authorities do not
produce a conclusion so deplorable. The variety in the kinds and
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