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HAMILTON

To the People of the State of New York:

AFTER an unequivocal experience of the inefficacy
of the subsisting federal government, you are called
upon to deliberate on a new Constitution for the
United States of America. The subject speaks its
own importance; comprehending in its consequences
nothing less than the existence of the UNION, the
safety and welfare of the parts of which it is
composed, the fate of an empire in many respects the
most interesting in the world. It has been frequently
remarked that it seems to have been reserved to the
people of this country, by their conduct and example,
to decide the important question, whether societies of
men are really capable or not of establishing good



government from reflection and choice, or whether
they are forever destined to depend for their
political constitutions on accident and force. If there
be any truth in the remark, the crisis at which we are
arrived may with propriety be regarded as the era in
which that decision is to be made; and a wrong
election of the part we shall act may, in this view,
deserve to be considered as the general misfortune of
mankind.

This idea will add the inducements of philanthropy to
those of patriotism, to heighten the solicitude which
all considerate and good men must feel for the event.
Happy will it be if our choice should be directed by a
judicious estimate of our true interests, unperplexed
and unbiased by considerations not connected with
the public good. But this is a thing more ardently to
be wished than seriously to be expected. The
plan offered to our deliberations affects too many
particular interests, innovates upon too many local
institutions, not to involve in its discussion a variety
of objects foreign to its merits, and of views,
passions and prejudices little favorable to the
discovery of truth.

Among the most formidable of the obstacles which
the new Constitution will have to encounter may
readily be distinguished the obvious interest



of a certain class of men in every State to resist all
changes which may hazard a diminution of the
power, emolument, and consequence of the offices
they hold under the State establishments; and the
perverted
ambition of another class of men, who will either
hope to aggrandize themselves by the confusions of
their country, or will flatter themselves with fairer
prospects of elevation from the subdivision of
the empire into several partial confederacies than
from its union under
one government.

It is not, however, my design to dwell upon
observations of this nature. I am well aware that it
would be disingenuous to resolve indiscriminately
the opposition of any set of men (merely because
their
situations might subject them to suspicion) into
interested or ambitious views. Candor will oblige us
to admit that even such men may be actuated
by upright intentions; and it cannot be doubted that
much of the opposition which has made its
appearance, or may hereafter make its appearance,
will spring from sources, blameless at least, if not
respectable -- the honest errors of minds led astray by
preconceived jealousies and fears. So numerous



indeed and so powerful are the causes which serve to
give a false bias to the judgment, that we, upon many
occasions, see wise and good men on the wrong as
well as on the right side of questions of the first
magnitude to society. This circumstance, if duly
attended to, would furnish a lesson of moderation to
those who are ever so much persuaded of their being
in the right in any controversy. And a further reason
for caution, in this respect, might be drawn from the
reflection that we are not always sure that those who
advocate the truth are influenced by purer principles
than their antagonists. Ambition, avarice, personal
animosity, party opposition, and many other motives
not more laudable than these, are apt to operate
as well upon those who support as those who oppose
the right side of a question. Were there not even these
inducements to moderation, nothing could be more
ill-judged than that intolerant spirit which has, at all
times, characterized political parties. For in politics,
as in religion, it is equally absurd to aim at making
proselytes by fire and sword. Heresies in either can
rarely be cured by persecution.

And yet, however just these sentiments will be
allowed to be, we have already sufficient indications
that it will happen in this as in all former cases of
great national discussion. A torrent of angry and



malignant passions will be let loose. To judge from
the conduct of the opposite parties, we shall be led to
conclude that they will mutually hope to evince the
justness of their opinions, and to increase the number
of their converts by the loudness of their
declamations and the bitterness of their invectives.
An enlightened zeal for the energy and efficiency of
government will be stigmatized as the offspring of a
temper fond of despotic power and hostile to the
principles of liberty.
An over-scrupulous jealousy of danger to the rights
of the people, which is more commonly the fault of
the head than of the heart, will be represented as mere
pretense and artifice, the stale bait for popularity
at the expense of the public good. It will be forgotten,
on the one hand, that jealousy is the usual
concomitant of love, and that the noble enthusiasm of
liberty is apt to be infected with a spirit of narrow and
illiberal distrust. On the other hand, it will be equally
forgotten that the vigor of government is essential to
the security of liberty; that, in the contemplation of a
sound and well-informed judgment, their interest can
never be separated; and that a dangerous ambition
more often lurks behind the specious mask of zeal for
the rights of the people than under the forbidden
appearance of zeal for the firmness and efficiency of
government. History will teach us that the former has
been found a much more certain road to the



introduction of despotism than the latter, and that of
those men who have overturned the liberties of
republics, the greatest number have begun their
career by paying an obsequious court to the people;
commencing demagogues, and ending tyrants.

In the course of the preceding observations, I have
had an eye, my fellow-citizens, to putting you upon
your guard against all attempts, from whatever
quarter, to influence your decision in a matter of the
utmost moment to your welfare, by any impressions
other than those which may result from the evidence
of truth. You will, no doubt, at the same time, have
collected from the general scope of them, that they
proceed from a source not unfriendly to the new
Constitution. Yes, my countrymen, I own to you that,
after having given it an attentive consideration, I am
clearly of opinion it is your interest to adopt it.
I am convinced that this is the safest course for your
liberty, your dignity, and your happiness. I affect not
reserves which I do not feel. I will not amuse you
with an appearance of deliberation when I have
decided. I frankly acknowledge to you my
convictions, and I will freely lay before you the
reasons on which they are founded. The
consciousness of good intentions disdains ambiguity.
I shall not, however, multiply professions on this
head. My motives must remain in the depository of



my own breast. My arguments will be open to all,
and may be judged of by all. They shall at least be
offered in a spirit which will not disgrace the cause of
truth.

I propose, in a series of papers, to discuss the
following interesting particulars:

THE UTILITY OF THE UNION TO YOUR
POLITICAL PROSPERITY THE INSUFFICIENCY
OF THE PRESENT CONFEDERATION TO
PRESERVE THAT UNION THE NECESSITY OF
A
GOVERNMENT AT LEAST EQUALLY
ENERGETIC WITH THE ONE PROPOSED, TO
THE ATTAINMENT OF THIS OBJECT THE
CONFORMITY OF THE PROPOSED
CONSTITUTION TO THE TRUE PRINCIPLES OF
REPUBLICAN GOVERNMENT ITS ANALOGY
TO YOUR OWN STATE CONSTITUTION and
lastly, THE ADDITIONAL SECURITY WHICH
ITS
ADOPTION WILL AFFORD TO THE
PRESERVATION OF THAT SPECIES OF
GOVERNMENT, TO LIBERTY, AND TO
PROPERTY.



In the progress of this discussion I shall endeavor to
give a satisfactory answer to all the objections which
shall have made their appearance, that may seem to
have any claim to your attention.

It may perhaps be thought superfluous to offer
arguments to prove the utility of the UNION, a point,
no doubt, deeply engraved on the hearts of the great
body of the people in every State, and one, which it
may be imagined, has no adversaries. But the fact is,
that we already hear it whispered in the private
circles of those who oppose the new Constitution,
that the thirteen States are of too great extent for any
general system, and that we must of necessity resort
to separate confederacies of distinct portions of the
whole.[1] This doctrine will, in all probability, be
gradually propagated, till it has votaries enough
to countenance an open avowal of it. For nothing can
be more evident, to those who are able to take an
enlarged view of the subject, than the alternative of
an adoption of the new Constitution or a
dismemberment of the Union. It will therefore be of
use to begin by examining the advantages of that
Union, the certain evils, and the probable dangers, to
which every State will be exposed from its
dissolution. This shall
accordingly constitute the subject of my next address.



PUBLIUS

1. The same idea, tracing the arguments to their
consequences, is held out in several of the late
publications against the new Constitution.

Federalist no. 2

Concerning Dangers from Foreign Force and
Influence
Jay for the Independent Journal.

To the People of the State of New York:
WHEN the people of America reflect that they are
now called upon to decide a question, which, in its
consequences, must prove one of the most important
that ever engaged their attention, the propriety of
their taking a very comprehensive, as well as a very
serious, view of it, will be evident.

Nothing is more certain than the indispensable
necessity of government, and it is equally undeniable,
that whenever and however it is instituted, the people
must cede to it some of their natural rights in order to



vest it with requisite powers. It is well worthy of
consideration therefore, whether it would conduce
more to the interest of the people of America that
they should, to all general purposes, be one nation,
under one federal government, or that they should
divide themselves into separate confederacies, and
give to the head of each the same kind of powers
which they are advised to place in one national
government.

It has until lately been a received and uncontradicted
opinion that the prosperity of the people of America
depended on their continuing firmly united, and the
wishes, prayers, and efforts of our best and wisest
citizens have been constantly directed to that object.
But politicians now appear, who insist that this
opinion is erroneous, and that instead of looking for
safety and happiness in union, we ought to seek it in
a division of the States into distinct confederacies or
sovereignties. However extraordinary this new
doctrine may appear, it nevertheless has its
advocates; and certain characters who were much
opposed to it formerly, are at present of the number.
Whatever may be the arguments or inducements
which have wrought this change in the sentiments
and declarations of these gentlemen, it certainly
would not be wise in the people at large to adopt
these new political tenets without being fully



convinced that they are founded in truth and sound
policy.

It has often given me pleasure to observe that
independent America was not composed of detached
and distant territories, but that one connected, fertile,
widespreading country was the portion of our western
sons of liberty. Providence has in a particular manner
blessed it with a variety of soils and productions, and
watered it with innumerable streams, for the delight
and accommodation of its inhabitants. A succession
of navigable waters forms a kind of chain round its
borders, as if to bind it together; while the most noble
rivers in the world, running at convenient distances,
present them with highways for the easy
communication of friendly aids, and the mutual
transportation and exchange of their various
commodities.

With equal pleasure I have as often taken notice that
Providence has been pleased to give this one
connected country to one united people--a people
descended from the same ancestors, speaking the
same language, professing the same religion, attached
to the same principles of government, very similar in
their manners and customs, and who, by their joint
counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side



throughout a long and bloody war, have nobly
established general liberty and independence.

This country and this people seem to have been made
for each other, and it appears as if it was the design of
Providence, that an inheritance so proper and
convenient for a band of brethren, united to each
other by the strongest ties, should never be split into a
number of unsocial, jealous, and alien sovereignties.

Similar sentiments have hitherto prevailed among all
orders and denominations of men among us. To all
general purposes we have uniformly been one people
each individual citizen everywhere enjoying the same
national rights, privileges, and protection. As a nation
we have made peace and war; as a nation we have
vanquished our common enemies; as a nation we
have formed alliances, and made treaties, and entered
into various compacts and conventions with foreign
states.

A strong sense of the value and blessings of union
induced the people, at a very early period, to institute
a federal government to preserve and perpetuate it.
They formed it almost as soon as they had a political
existence; nay, at a time when their habitations were
in flames, when many of their citizens were bleeding,
and when the progress of hostility and desolation left



little room for those calm and mature inquiries and
reflections which must ever precede the formation of
a wise and wellbalanced government for a free
people. It is not to be wondered at, that a government
instituted in times so inauspicious, should on
experiment be found greatly deficient and inadequate
to the purpose it was intended to answer.

This intelligent people perceived and regretted these
defects. Still continuing no less attached to union
than enamored of liberty, they observed the danger
which immediately threatened the former and more
remotely the latter; and being pursuaded that ample
security for both could only be found in a national
government more wisely framed, they as with one
voice, convened the late convention at Philadelphia,
to take that important subject under consideration.

This convention composed of men who possessed the
confidence of the people, and many of whom had
become highly distinguished by their patriotism,
virtue and wisdom, in times which tried the minds
and hearts of men, undertook the arduous task. In the
mild season of peace, with minds unoccupied by
other subjects, they passed many months in cool,
uninterrupted, and daily consultation; and finally,
without having been awed by power, or influenced by
any passions except love for their country, they



presented and recommended to the people the plan
produced by their joint and very unanimous councils.

Admit, for so is the fact, that this plan is only
recommended, not imposed, yet let it be remembered
that it is neither recommended to blind approbation,
nor to blind reprobation; but to that sedate and candid
consideration which the magnitude and importance of
the subject demand, and which it certainly ought to
receive. But this (as was remarked in the foregoing
number of this paper) is more to be wished than
expected, that it may be so considered and examined.
Experience on a former occasion teaches us not to be
too sanguine in such hopes. It is not yet forgotten that
well-grounded apprehensions of imminent danger
induced the people of America to form the
memorable Congress of 1774. That body
recommended certain measures to their constituents,
and the event proved their wisdom; yet it is fresh in
our memories how soon the press began to teem with
pamphlets and weekly papers against those very
measures. Not only many of the officers of
government, who obeyed the dictates of personal
interest, but others, from a mistaken estimate of
consequences, or the undue influence of former
attachments, or whose ambition aimed at objects
which did not correspond with the public good, were
indefatigable in their efforts to pursuade the people to



reject the advice of that patriotic Congress. Many,
indeed, were deceived and deluded, but the great
majority of the people reasoned and decided
judiciously; and happy they are in reflecting that they
did so.

They considered that the Congress was composed of
many wise and experienced men. That, being
convened from different parts of the country, they
brought with them and communicated to each other a
variety of useful information. That, in the course of
the time they passed together in inquiring into and
discussing the true interests of their country, they
must have acquired very accurate knowledge on that
head. That they were individually interested in the
public liberty and prosperity, and therefore that it was
not less their inclination than their duty to
recommend only such measures as, after the most
mature deliberation, they really thought prudent and
advisable.

These and similar considerations then induced the
people to rely greatly on the judgment and integrity
of the Congress; and they took their advice,
notwithstanding the various arts and endeavors used
to deter them from it. But if the people at large had
reason to confide in the men of that Congress, few of
whom had been fully tried or generally known, still



greater reason have they now to respect the judgment
and advice of the convention, for it is well known
that some of the most distinguished members of that
Congress, who have been since tried and justly
approved for patriotism and abilities, and who have
grown old in acquiring political information, were
also members of this convention, and carried into it
their accumulated knowledge and experience.

It is worthy of remark that not only the first, but
every succeeding Congress, as well as the late
convention, have invariably joined with the people in
thinking that the prosperity of America depended on
its Union. To preserve and perpetuate it was the great
object of the people in forming that convention, and
it is also the great object of the plan which the
convention has advised them to adopt. With what
propriety, therefore, or for what good purposes, are
attempts at this particular period made by some men
to depreciate the importance of the Union? Or why is
it suggested that three or four confederacies would be
better than one? I am persuaded in my own mind that
the people have always thought right on this subject,
and that their universal and uniform attachment to the
cause of the Union rests on great and weighty
reasons, which I shall endeavor to develop and
explain in some ensuing papers. They who promote
the idea of substituting a number of distinct



confederacies in the room of the plan of the
convention, seem clearly to foresee that the rejection
of it would put the continuance of the Union in the
utmost jeopardy. That certainly would be the case,
and I sincerely wish that it may be as clearly foreseen
by every good citizen, that whenever the dissolution
of the Union arrives, America will have reason to
exclaim, in the words of the poet: ``Farewell! A long
farewell to all my greatness.''

Publius.

Federalist no. 41

General View of the Powers Conferred by The
Constitution
Madison for the Independent Journal.

To the People of the State of New York:
THE Constitution proposed by the convention may
be considered under two general points of view. The
first relates to the sum or quantity of power which it
vests in the government, including the restraints
imposed on the States. The second, to the particular
structure of the government, and the distribution of
this power among its several branches. Under the first



view of the subject, two important questions arise: 1.
Whether any part of the powers transferred to the
general government be unnecessary or improper? 2.
Whether the entire mass of them be dangerous to the
portion of jurisdiction left in the several States? Is the
aggregate power of the general government greater
than ought to have been vested in it? This is the first
question. It cannot have escaped those who have
attended with candor to the arguments employed
against the extensive powers of the government, that
the authors of them have very little considered how
far these powers were necessary means of attaining a
necessary end. They have chosen rather to dwell on
the inconveniences which must be unavoidably
blended with all political advantages; and on the
possible abuses which must be incident to every
power or trust, of which a beneficial use can be
made. This method of handling the subject cannot
impose on the good sense of the people of America.
It may display the subtlety of the writer; it may open
a boundless field for rhetoric and declamation; it may
inflame the passions of the unthinking, and may
confirm the prejudices of the misthinking: but cool
and candid people will at once reflect, that the purest
of human blessings must have a portion of alloy in
them; that the choice must always be made, if not of
the lesser evil, at least of the greater, not the perfect,
good; and that in every political institution, a power



to advance the public happiness involves a discretion
which may be misapplied and abused. They will see,
therefore, that in all cases where power is to be
conferred, the point first to be decided is, whether
such a power be necessary to the public good; as the
next will be, in case of an affirmative decision, to
guard as effectually as possible against a perversion
of the power to the public detriment. That we may
form a correct judgment on this subject, it will be
proper to review the several powers conferred on the
government of the Union; and that this may be the
more conveniently done they may be reduced into
different classes as they relate to the following
different objects: 1. Security against foreign danger;
2. Regulation of the intercourse with foreign nations;
3. Maintenance of harmony and proper intercourse
among the States; 4. Certain miscellaneous objects of
general utility; 5. Restraint of the States from certain
injurious acts; 6. Provisions for giving due efficacy to
all these powers. The powers falling within the first
class are those of declaring war and granting letters
of marque; of providing armies and fleets; of
regulating and calling forth the militia; of levying and
borrowing money. Security against foreign danger is
one of the primitive objects of civil society. It is an
avowed and essential object of the American Union.
The powers requisite for attaining it must be
effectually confided to the federal councils. Is the



power of declaring war necessary? No man will
answer this question in the negative. It would be
superfluous, therefore, to enter into a proof of the
affirmative. The existing Confederation establishes
this power in the most ample form. Is the power of
raising armies and equipping fleets necessary? This is
involved in the foregoing power. It is involved in the
power of self-defense. But was it necessary to give an
indefinite power of raising troops, as well as
providing fleets; and of maintaining both in peace, as
well as in war? The answer to these questions has
been too far anticipated in another place to admit an
extensive discussion of them in this place. The
answer indeed seems to be so obvious and conclusive
as scarcely to justify such a discussion in any place.
With what color of propriety could the force
necessary for defense be limited by those who cannot
limit the force of offense? If a federal Constitution
could chain the ambition or set bounds to the
exertions of all other nations, then indeed might it
prudently chain the discretion of its own government,
and set bounds to the exertions for its own safety.
How could a readiness for war in time of peace be
safely prohibited, unless we could prohibit, in like
manner, the preparations and establishments of every
hostile nation? The means of security can only be
regulated by the means and the danger of attack.
They will, in fact, be ever determined by these rules,



and by no others. It is in vain to oppose constitutional
barriers to the impulse of self-preservation. It is
worse than in vain; because it plants in the
Constitution itself necessary usurpations of power,
every precedent of which is a germ of unnecessary
and multiplied repetitions. If one nation maintains
constantly a disciplined army, ready for the service of
ambition or revenge, it obliges the most pacific
nations who may be within the reach of its enterprises
to take corresponding precautions. The fifteenth
century was the unhappy epoch of military
establishments in the time of peace. They were
introduced by Charles VII. of France. All Europe has
followed, or been forced into, the example. Had the
example not been followed by other nations, all
Europe must long ago have worn the chains of a
universal monarch. Were every nation except France
now to disband its peace establishments, the same
event might follow. The veteran legions of Rome
were an overmatch for the undisciplined valor of all
other nations and rendered her the mistress of the
world. Not the less true is it, that the liberties of
Rome proved the final victim to her military
triumphs; and that the liberties of Europe, as far as
they ever existed, have, with few exceptions, been the
price of her military establishments. A standing force,
therefore, is a dangerous, at the same time that it may
be a necessary, provision. On the smallest scale it has



its inconveniences. On an extensive scale its
consequences may be fatal. On any scale it is an
object of laudable circumspection and precaution. A
wise nation will combine all these considerations;
and, whilst it does not rashly preclude itself from any
resource which may become essential to its safety,
will exert all its prudence in diminishing both the
necessity and the danger of resorting to one which
may be inauspicious to its liberties. The clearest
marks of this prudence are stamped on the proposed
Constitution. The Union itself, which it cements and
secures, destroys every pretext for a military
establishment which could be dangerous. America
united, with a handful of troops, or without a single
soldier, exhibits a more forbidding posture to foreign
ambition than America disunited, with a hundred
thousand veterans ready for combat. It was remarked,
on a former occasion, that the want of this pretext had
saved the liberties of one nation in Europe. Being
rendered by her insular situation and her maritime
resources impregnable to the armies of her neighbors,
the rulers of Great Britain have never been able, by
real or artificial dangers, to cheat the public into an
extensive peace establishment. The distance of the
United States from the powerful nations of the world
gives them the same happy security. A dangerous
establishment can never be necessary or plausible, so
long as they continue a united people. But let it



never, for a moment, be forgotten that they are
indebted for this advantage to the Union alone. The
moment of its dissolution will be the date of a new
order of things. The fears of the weaker, or the
ambition of the stronger States, or Confederacies,
will set the same example in the New, as Charles VII.
did in the Old World. The example will be followed
here from the same motives which produced
universal imitation there. Instead of deriving from
our situation the precious advantage which Great
Britain has derived from hers, the face of America
will be but a copy of that of the continent of Europe.
It will present liberty everywhere crushed between
standing armies and perpetual taxes. The fortunes of
disunited America will be even more disastrous than
those of Europe. The sources of evil in the latter are
confined to her own limits. No superior powers of
another quarter of the globe intrigue among her rival
nations, inflame their mutual animosities, and render
them the instruments of foreign ambition, jealousy,
and revenge. In America the miseries springing from
her internal jealousies, contentions, and wars, would
form a part only of her lot. A plentiful addition of
evils would have their source in that relation in which
Europe stands to this quarter of the earth, and which
no other quarter of the earth bears to Europe. This
picture of the consequences of disunion cannot be too
highly colored, or too often exhibited. Every man



who loves peace, every man who loves his country,
every man who loves liberty, ought to have it ever
before his eyes, that he may cherish in his heart a due
attachment to the Union of America, and be able to
set a due value on the means of preserving it. Next to
the effectual establishment of the Union, the best
possible precaution against danger from standing
armies is a limitation of the term for which revenue
may be appropriated to their support. This precaution
the Constitution has prudently added. I will not repeat
here the observations which I flatter myself have
placed this subject in a just and satisfactory light. But
it may not be improper to take notice of an argument
against this part of the Constitution, which has been
drawn from the policy and practice of Great Britain.
It is said that the continuance of an army in that
kingdom requires an annual vote of the legislature;
whereas the American Constitution has lengthened
this critical period to two years. This is the form in
which the comparison is usually stated to the public:
but is it a just form? Is it a fair comparison? Does the
British Constitution restrain the parliamentary
discretion to one year? Does the American impose on
the Congress appropriations for two years? On the
contrary, it cannot be unknown to the authors of the
fallacy themselves, that the British Constitution fixes
no limit whatever to the discretion of the legislature,
and that the American ties down the legislature to



two years, as the longest admissible term. Had the
argument from the British example been truly stated,
it would have stood thus: The term for which supplies
may be appropriated to the army establishment,
though unlimited by the British Constitution, has
nevertheless, in practice, been limited by
parliamentary discretion to a single year. Now, if in
Great Britain, where the House of Commons is
elected for seven years; where so great a proportion
of the members are elected by so small a proportion
of the people; where the electors are so corrupted by
the representatives, and the representatives so
corrupted by the Crown, the representative body can
possess a power to make appropriations to the army
for an indefinite term, without desiring, or without
daring, to extend the term beyond a single year, ought
not suspicion herself to blush, in pretending that the
representatives of the United States, elected freely by
the whole body of the people, every second year,
cannot be safely intrusted with the discretion over
such appropriations, expressly limited to the short
period of two years? A bad cause seldom fails to
betray itself. Of this truth, the management of the
opposition to the federal government is an unvaried
exemplification. But among all the blunders which
have been committed, none is more striking than the
attempt to enlist on that side the prudent jealousy
entertained by the people, of standing armies. The



attempt has awakened fully the public attention to
that important subject; and has led to investigations
which must terminate in a thorough and universal
conviction, not only that the constitution has
provided the most effectual guards against danger
from that quarter, but that nothing short of a
Constitution fully adequate to the national defense
and the preservation of the Union, can save America
from as many standing armies as it may be split into
States or Confederacies, and from such a progressive
augmentation, of these establishments in each, as will
render them as burdensome to the properties and
ominous to the liberties of the people, as any
establishment that can become necessary, under a
united and efficient government, must be tolerable to
the former and safe to the latter. The palpable
necessity of the power to provide and maintain a
navy has protected that part of the Constitution
against a spirit of censure, which has spared few
other parts. It must, indeed, be numbered among the
greatest blessings of America, that as her Union will
be the only source of her maritime strength, so this
will be a principal source of her security against
danger from abroad. In this respect our situation
bears another likeness to the insular advantage of
Great Britain. The batteries most capable of repelling
foreign enterprises on our safety, are happily such as
can never be turned by a perfidious government



against our liberties. The inhabitants of the Atlantic
frontier are all of them deeply interested in this
provision for naval protection, and if they have
hitherto been suffered to sleep quietly in their beds; if
their property has remained safe against the predatory
spirit of licentious adventurers; if their maritime
towns have not yet been compelled to ransom
themselves from the terrors of a conflagration, by
yielding to the exactions of daring and sudden
invaders, these instances of good fortune are not to be
ascribed to the capacity of the existing government
for the protection of those from whom it claims
allegiance, but to causes that are fugitive and
fallacious. If we except perhaps Virginia and
Maryland, which are peculiarly vulnerable on their
eastern frontiers, no part of the Union ought to feel
more anxiety on this subject than New York. Her
seacoast is extensive. A very important district of the
State is an island. The State itself is penetrated by a
large navigable river for more than fifty leagues. The
great emporium of its commerce, the great reservoir
of its wealth, lies every moment at the mercy of
events, and may almost be regarded as a hostage for
ignominious compliances with the dictates of a
foreign enemy, or even with the rapacious demands
of pirates and barbarians. Should a war be the result
of the precarious situation of European affairs, and all
the unruly passions attending it be let loose on the



ocean, our escape from insults and depredations, not
only on that element, but every part of the other
bordering on it, will be truly miraculous. In the
present condition of America, the States more
immediately exposed to these calamities have
nothing to hope from the phantom of a general
government which now exists; and if their single
resources were equal to the task of fortifying
themselves against the danger, the object to be
protected would be almost consumed by the means of
protecting them. The power of regulating and calling
forth the militia has been already sufficiently
vindicated and explained. The power of levying and
borrowing money, being the sinew of that which is to
be exerted in the national defense, is properly thrown
into the same class with it. This power, also, has been
examined already with much attention, and has, I
trust, been clearly shown to be necessary, both in the
extent and form given to it by the Constitution. I will
address one additional reflection only to those who
contend that the power ought to have been restrained
to external taxation by which they mean, taxes on
articles imported from other countries. It cannot be
doubted that this will always be a valuable source of
revenue; that for a considerable time it must be a
principal source; that at this moment it is an essential
one. But we may form very mistaken ideas on this
subject, if we do not call to mind in our calculations,



that the extent of revenue drawn from foreign
commerce must vary with the variations, both in the
extent and the kind of imports; and that these
variations do not correspond with the progress of
population, which must be the general measure of the
public wants. As long as agriculture continues the
sole field of labor, the importation of manufactures
must increase as the consumers multiply. As soon as
domestic manufactures are begun by the hands not
called for by agriculture, the imported manufactures
will decrease as the numbers of people increase. In a
more remote stage, the imports may consist in a
considerable part of raw materials, which will be
wrought into articles for exportation, and will,
therefore, require rather the encouragement of
bounties, than to be loaded with discouraging duties.
A system of government, meant for duration, ought
to contemplate these revolutions, and be able to
accommodate itself to them. Some, who have not
denied the necessity of the power of taxation, have
grounded a very fierce attack against the
Constitution, on the language in which it is defined. It
has been urged and echoed, that the power ``to lay
and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay
the debts, and provide for the common defense and
general welfare of the United States,'' amounts to an
unlimited commission to exercise every power which
may be alleged to be necessary for the common



defense or general welfare. No stronger proof could
be given of the distress under which these writers
labor for objections, than their stooping to such a
misconstruction. Had no other enumeration or
definition of the powers of the Congress been found
in the Constitution, than the general expressions just
cited, the authors of the objection might have had
some color for it; though it would have been difficult
to find a reason for so awkward a form of describing
an authority to legislate in all possible cases. A power
to destroy the freedom of the press, the trial by jury,
or even to regulate the course of descents, or the
forms of conveyances, must be very singularly
expressed by the terms ``to raise money for the
general welfare. ''But what color can the objection
have, when a specification of the objects alluded to
by these general terms immediately follows, and is
not even separated by a longer pause than a
semicolon? If the different parts of the same
instrument ought to be so expounded, as to give
meaning to every part which will bear it, shall one
part of the same sentence be excluded altogether
from a share in the meaning; and shall the more
doubtful and indefinite terms be retained in their full
extent, and the clear and precise expressions be
denied any signification whatsoever? For what
purpose could the enumeration of particular powers
be inserted, if these and all others were meant to be



included in the preceding general power? Nothing is
more natural nor common than first to use a general
phrase, and then to explain and qualify it by a recital
of particulars. But the idea of an enumeration of
particulars which neither explain nor qualify the
general meaning, and can have no other effect than to
confound and mislead, is an absurdity, which, as we
are reduced to the dilemma of charging either on the
authors of the objection or on the authors of the
Constitution, we must take the liberty of supposing,
had not its origin with the latter. The objection here is
the more extraordinary, as it appears that the
language used by the convention is a copy from the
articles of Confederation. The objects of the Union
among the States, as described in article third, are
``their common defense, security of their liberties,
and mutual and general welfare. '' The terms of article
eighth are still more identical: ``All charges of war
and all other expenses that shall be incurred for the
common defense or general welfare, and allowed by
the United States in Congress, shall be defrayed out
of a common treasury,'' etc. A similar language again
occurs in article ninth. Construe either of these
articles by the rules which would justify the
construction put on the new Constitution, and they
vest in the existing Congress a power to legislate in
all cases whatsoever. But what would have been
thought of that assembly, if, attaching themselves to



these general expressions, and disregarding the
specifications which ascertain and limit their import,
they had exercised an unlimited power of providing
for the common defense and general welfare? I
appeal to the objectors themselves, whether they
would in that case have employed the same reasoning
in justification of Congress as they now make use of
against the convention. How difficult it is for error to
escape its own condemnation!

Publius.


