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EXTENDED NOTES FOR TOWARD DEMOCRACY 
 

Note to Readers 

The following notes, prepared with the help of Abigail Modaff of Harvard University, contain 

fuller documentation for James T. Kloppenberg, Toward Democracy: The Struggle for Self-Rule 

in European and American Thought, published by Oxford University Press in June, 2016. Page 

references within these notes refer to the print version of the book. As is indicated on p. 711 of 

that edition, many of the notes in this document contain a greater range of references and 

commentary than are available in the book. Readers will, however, find that a few of the notes 

that are followed by an asterisk in the print version do not differ from the notes in this document; 

those asterisks will be removed, and typographical errors corrected, in later printings of Toward 

Democracy.  

 

Introduction 

1. See the UNESCO report edited by Richard McKeon, Democracy in a World of Tensions 

(Chicago, 1951), 522. Influential assessments of the universality of democracy at the turn 

of the twenty-first century include Amartya Sen, “Democracy as a Universal Value,” 

Journal of Democracy 10 (1999): 3–17; and the widely circulated report by Freedom 

House, Democracy’s Century: A Survey of Political Change in the Twentieth Century 

(New York, 1999), which reported that the number of democratic nations had 

mushroomed from a mere handful in 1900 to over 60 percent by the end of the century. 

Although those nations contained less than 40 percent of the world’s population, the 

report confidently predicted that the further expansion of democracy, now praised if not 
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yet practiced everywhere, was only a matter of time. In Sen’s formulation, the intrinsic, 

instrumental, and constructive value of democracy transcends cultural differences, which 

renders it the standard worldwide.  

2. The revolution in historical scholarship in the 1960s was actually a return to an earlier 

historical practice, as Ellen Fitzpatrick made clear in History’s Memory: Writing 

America’s Past, 1880–1980 (Cambridge, MA, 2002). For illustrations of the ways in 

which social history has transformed historical scholarship, see Eric Foner and Lisa 

McGirr, eds., American History Now (Philadelphia, 2011); and for the developments in 

social theory that have returned social historians’ interest to questions of meaning and 

value, see William H. Sewell, Jr., Logics of History: Social Theory and Social 

Transformation (Chicago, 2005). 

3. Whenever possible I have cited widely available editions of these thinkers’ writings. For 

American writers, I have usually cited volumes in the series published by the Library of 

America. When those editions are unavailable, I have usually cited standard scholarly 

editions of writers’ complete works. When I quote from texts with multiple English 

translations, such as the writings of Montaigne, Rousseau, and Tocqueville, the notes 

indicate the rendering that I prefer. Readers should note that I have sometimes slightly 

altered translations when I think different word choices more accurately convey the 

author’s meaning.  

4. See Joel Isaac, James T. Kloppenberg, Michael O’Brien, and Jennifer Ratner-

Rosenhagen, eds., The Worlds of American Intellectual History (New York, 2016). 

5. The same features of contemporary scholarship that make this book necessary have made 

it difficult to write. There is simply too much to know. Scholarship is proliferating too 
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fast for anyone to keep up, and the waves of resources becoming available electronically 

mean that the materials available to anyone connected to the internet will soon be almost 

unlimited. Of course, earlier scholars felt that they faced a similar challenge, but the scale 

of the problem has grown in the twenty-first century with the digitization of texts. That is 

why we need books of the sort that professional historians are understandably reluctant to 

write, books that encompass multiple cultures and multiple centuries. This awareness too 

is hardly new. In 1867 John Stuart Mill, one of the central figures in this study, said in an 

address at the University of St. Andrews that “every department of knowledge” has 

become “so laden with details” that anyone “who endeavors to know it with minute 

accuracy” is forced to “confine himself to a smaller and smaller portion of the whole 

extent.” Things had gotten even worse by 1918, when Max Weber observed that 

scholarship “has entered a stage of specialization unknown in the past” and predicted that 

it will “remain forever so.” If Mill and Weber were right a century and a century and a 

half ago, the situation has become even more serious now. John Stuart Mill, “Inaugural 

Address at the University of St. Andrews,” in Mill, Essays on Literature and Society, ed. 

Jerome B. Schneewind (New York, 1965), 361. Max Weber, “Science as a Vocation,” 

originally delivered as a lecture at the University of Munich in 1918, is reprinted in Max 

Weber, Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Soziologie und Sozialpolitik (Tübingen, 1958); the 

essay is most easily accessible to English readers in From Max Weber: Essays in 

Sociology, ed. and trans. C. Wright Mills and Hans Gerth (New York, 1946), 129-56. See 

also Daniel Lord Smail, “History and the Telescoping of Time: A Disciplinary Forum,” 

French Historical Studies 34, no. 1 (2011): 1–5. Smail observes that historians in the 

twenty-first century, as a result of the “inflationary spiral of research overproduction,” are 
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in danger of being confined to the study of smaller and smaller topics because of the 

demands of expertise. That pressure also militates against trying to connect the past to the 

present, a danger threatening all historians concerned with the relation between the topics 

they study and their own day. See also Jo Guldi and David Armitage, The History 

Manifesto (Cambridge, 2014); and  Brad Gregory, The Unintended Reformation: How a 

Religious Revolution Secularized Society (Cambridge, MA, 2012). For the ways in which 

earlier generations of scholars coped with their version of this problem, see Ann Blair, 

Too Much to Know: Managing Scholarly Information before the Modern Age (New 

Haven, 2010). 

6. See for example these excellent recent studies: Bernard Manin, The Principles of 

Representative Government (Cambridge, 1997); Pierre Rosanvallon, La démocratié 

inachevée: histoire de la sourveraineté du peuple en France (Paris, 2000); John Dunn, 

Democracy: A History (New York, 2005); Nadia Urbinati, Representative Democracy: 

Principles and Genealogy (Chicago, 2006); Pierre Rosanvallon, Democratic Legitimacy: 

Impartiality, Reflexivity, Proximity, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (Princeton, 2011); and 

Alan Ryan, On Politics: A History of Political Thought from Herodotus to the Present 

(New York, 2012). On the differences between such scholarship and the discipline of 

intellectual history, see James T. Kloppenberg, “A Well-Tempered Liberalism: Modern 

Intellectual History and Political Theory,” Modern Intellectual History 10 (2013): 655–

82; and for the method of historical analysis practiced in this book, James T. 

Kloppenberg, “Thinking Historically: A Manifesto of Pragmatic Hermeneutics,” Modern 

Intellectual History 9 (2012): 201–16. 
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7. On this point see Ian Hampshire Monk, “The Historical Study of ‘Democracy,’” in 

Democratic Theory and Practice, ed. Gram Duncan (Cambridge, 1983), 25–36; and 

George Reid Andrews and Herrick Chapman, eds., The Social Construction of 

Democracy, 1870–1990 (New York, 1995), 1–30. Recent studies surveying the rise of 

democracy over the long term include John Markoff, “Where and When was Democracy 

Invented?”, Comparative Studies in Society and History 41 (1999): 660–90; John Dunn, 

Democracy: A History (New York, 2005); Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, 2007); 

and John Keane, The Life and Death of Democracy (New York, 2009). 

8. Thomas Jefferson to Charles Jarvis, September 28, 1820, in The Works of Thomas 

Jefferson, ed. Paul L. Ford, 12 vols. (New York, 1905), 12:161–64. 

9. The distinction between positive and negative freedom is attributable to the influential 

essay by Isaiah Berlin, “Two Concepts of Liberty,” originally delivered as a lecture at the 

University of Oxford in 1958 and included in Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty (Oxford, 

1969), 118–72. On autonomy see Richard Lindley, Autonomy (London, 1986); Lawrence 

Haworth, Autonomy: An Essay in Philosophical Psychology and Ethics (New Haven, 

1986); Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity 

(Cambridge, MA, 1989); Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom (Oxford, 1986); and Stein 

Ringen, What Democracy Is For: On Freedom and Moral Government (Princeton, 2007). 

10. Finding ways to bridge that gap has been a major objective for champions of democracy 

precisely because both the ideal of deliberation and the awareness that language is 

slippery have always played a central role in democratic discourse. Recent additions to 

the voluminous literature on deliberative democracy include Jane Mansbridge et al., “The 

Place of Self-Interest and the Role of Power in Deliberative Democracy,” Journal of 
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Political Philosophy 18, no. 1 (March 2010): 64–100; and Charles Girard, “La 

démocratie doit-elle être délibérative?” Archives de Philosophie 74 (2011–12): 223–40. 

11. The vocabularies of contemporary Anglo-American philosophy, behaviorist social 

science, and evolutionary psychology have made it difficult for us to understand the 

meanings that our ancestors imputed to words such as autonomy and equality, liberty and 

justice. Many scholars since the late twentieth century have assumed that such concepts, 

as well as notions of ethical duty and salvation, are smokescreens obscuring the real 

motive of all human actions: self-interest. That assumption has led to the increasingly 

cynical unmasking of all claims to virtue, and it has prevented us from understanding or 

taking seriously the very different cultures that preceded our own. Historians need to 

recover the richness and complexity of eras incomprehensible in terms of our own 

flattened cultural lexicon, a world in which individuals took seriously not only their own 

personal aspirations but also the obligations that bound them to other people and, perhaps 

most importantly, to their God. See, for example, Carles Boix, Democracy and 

Redistribution (Cambridge, 2003); and Daron Acemoglu and James C. Robinson, 

Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Cambridge, 2006). For a fine 

overview of social scientists’ attempts to discover universal laws governing 

democratization, which ranges from the pioneering work of Barrington Moore and 

Charles Tilly to more recent efforts, see Daniel Ziblatt, “How Did Europe Democratize?” 

World Politics 58 (January 2006): 311–38. 

12. Our own standard analytical distinctions are unhelpful: the concept of a unitary liberal 

tradition in America is too flat and too static; the concept of statist traditions in Europe is 

similarly unnuanced. Likewise, concerns with individual rights on the one hand and 
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social justice on the other, often counterposed as American and European obsessions 

respectively, are simplifications that distort historical reality. On both sides of the 

Atlantic such concepts were seldom considered mutually exclusive or incommensurable, 

but instead were seen as inextricably linked. See James T. Kloppenberg, “Requiescat in 

Pacem: The Liberal Tradition of Louis Hartz,” in The American Liberal Tradition 

Reconsidered: The Contested Legacy of Louis Hartz, ed. Mark Hulliung (Lawrence, KS, 

2010), 90–124. 

13. In addition to avoiding familiar scholarly categories, this analysis rejects the assumptions 

beneath the Whig and the anti-Whig views common in much contemporary historical 

writing. The Whig interpretation of history treats change as a progressive process 

culminating in our current success. By contrast, I see the history of democracy less as a 

story of triumph or progress toward a definite telos than as a story of struggles with 

persistent obstacles, a story of some successes along with repeated failures. A hundred 

years ago—and more than a century after the American and French Revolutions—fewer 

than a third of the populations of the United States, Great Britain, France, and Germany 

could vote for their representatives in national legislatures. Women in these nations did 

not earn the vote until after World War I. Blacks and foreign workers in the North 

Atlantic world were routinely denied the privileges of citizenship until very recently. 

Even winning the formal right to participate in public life has rarely given socially 

disadvantaged groups effective leverage. Although the principle of popular sovereignty 

and practices of democratic government were formally established in the United States 

and much of Western Europe by the end of the nineteenth century, the struggle to realize 

the ideals of autonomy and equality continues today. Yet the opposite of Whiggish 
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smugness about progress is no better. Anti-Whig perspectives descending from Marx, 

Freud, Foucault, or Jeremiah can only offer visions of stasis, or of devolution from 

historical or imagined Edenic conditions located in primitive, pre-industrial, or otherwise 

non-modern-western utopias, that likewise skew our understanding. 

14. One of the merits of recent poststructuralist criticism is the emphasis placed on the 

unstable meanings and the strategic significance of language and the often surprising 

twists texts take as they are disseminated to readers in multiple forms. But those insights 

can be carried too far: the awareness of instability need not make historical interpretation 

impossible, nor must it culminate in the cynical belief that ulterior motives render all 

statements of principle suspect and make “unmasking” our paramount objective. See 

Kloppenberg, “Thinking Historically: A Manifesto of Pragmatic Hermeneutics”; and 

James T. Kloppenberg, “Objectivity and Historicism: A Century of American Historical 

Writing,” American Historical Review 94 (1989): 1011–30. 

15. Historians should be increasingly self–conscious about our own unexamined assumptions 

and subject them to critical scrutiny, and we should be cautious about imputing our own 

values to the historical process itself. See James T. Kloppenberg, “The Canvas and the 

Color: Tocqueville’s ‘Philosophical History’ and Why It Matters Now,” Modern 

Intellectual History 3 (2006): 495–521; Giovanni Capoccia and Daniel Ziblatt, “The 

Historical Turn in Democratization Studies,” Comparative Political Studies 43 (2010): 

931–68; and Daniel Ziblatt, “How Did Europe Democratize?” World Politics 58 (2006): 

311–38. 

16. W. E. B. Du Bois, The Souls of Black Folk (1903), in Writings, ed. Nathan Huggins (New 

York, 1986). For an astute analysis of the ways in which Du Bois drew upon and 



NOTES TO INTRODUCTION 9

transformed Hegel’s phenomenology, see Stephanie J. Shaw, W. E. B. Du Bois and “The 

Souls of Black Folk” (Chapel Hill, 2013); and on the issues of racial solidarity and 

transracial civic trust, see Tommie Shelby, We Who Are Dark: The Philosophical 

Foundations of Black Solidarity (Cambridge, MA, 2005); and Danielle S. Allen, Talking 

to Strangers: Anxieties of Citizenship since “Brown v. Board of Education” (Chicago, 

2004).  

17. It is both ahistorical and inaccurate to assume that the power of religion has always been 

arrayed against or with the power of the people. In the eighteenth century, perhaps only 

the Anglo-American radical Thomas Paine and the French revolutionary Maximilien 

Robespierre spoke with as much enthusiasm for democracy as did the future Pope Pius 

VII, who preached in 1797 that democratic government is consistent with the message of 

the Christian Gospel. See R. R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic Revolution: A 

Political History of Europe and America, vol. 1, The Challenge (Princeton, 1959), 13–20. 

18. See Charles Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA, 2007); Jürgen Habermas et al., An 

Awareness of What Is Missing: Faith and Reason in a Post-secular Age (Cambridge, 

2010); and Peter Gordon, “Religion within the Bounds of Democracy Alone: Habermas, 

Rawls, and the Trans-Atlantic Debate over Public Reason,” in Isaac, Kloppenberg, 

O’Brien, and Ratner-Rosenhagen, The Worlds of American Intellectual History. 

19. The traditions of democratic discourse examined in this book are among the most 

complex and important parts of our cultural inheritance. Though I do not presume to offer 

a definitive judgment of their significance, I hope my interpretation of them enlivens 

discussion about the meanings of democracy and thereby helps to sharpen our 

understanding, not only of how the present has developed from the past, but of what 
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democracy should be in the future. Just as the ideals examined here emerged over time 

from conflicts among those with different convictions and different objectives, so our 

own ideals will continue to change in accordance with our own experience. If history 

provides valuable evidence with which to inform our ethical and political deliberations in 

an era marked by diversity and instability, as many contemporary philosophers contend, 

then it will remain one of the most important resources for democratic cultures.  

I share the view of contemporary philosophers and cultural critics that we can no 

longer hope to find in reason or truth a bedrock on which to build a stable body of 

knowledge. In the natural sciences as in the human sciences, everything we know is 

provisional and subject to revision in light of new evidence. If all we have in the twenty-

first century are the traditions we have inherited, we should at least try our best to 

understand them as well as we can. On this phenomenological approach to ideas, which 

originated with thinkers such as Wilhelm Dilthey, Max Weber, William James, and John 

Dewey, see James T. Kloppenberg, Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and 

Progressivism in European and American Thought, 1870–1920 (New York, 1986); James 

T. Kloppenberg, “Democracy and Disenchantment: From Weber and Dewey to Habermas 

and Rorty,” in James T. Kloppenberg, The Virtues of Liberalism (New York, 1998), 82–

99; William H. Sewell, Jr., Logics of History: Social Theory and Social Transformation 

(Chicago, 2005); Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and 

Historical Difference, 2nd ed. (2000; Princeton, 2008); Rogers M. Smith, “Ideas and the 

Spiral of Politics: The Place of American Political Thought in American Political 

Development,” American Political Thought 3 (Spring 2014): 126–36; and Samuel Moyn, 

“Imaginary Intellectual History,” in Rethinking Modern European Intellectual History, ed. 
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Darrin M. McMahon and Samuel Moyn (New York, 2014), 112–30. For variations on this 

argument concerning the importance of history for ethics, which indicate its appeal to 

thinkers of strikingly different persuasions, compare the following: Charles Taylor, 

Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity (Cambridge, MA, 1989); Richard 

Rorty, “On Ethnocentrism,” in Philosophical Papers, vol. 1, Objectivity, Relativism, and 

Truth (Cambridge, 1991), 203–10; and Jeffrey Stout, Ethics After Babel: The Languages of 

Morals and Their Discontents (Boston, 1988). 
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Chapter 1 

1. It was not uncommon, Montaigne observed, to see soldiers “hack and cut off other men’s 

limbs” and “sharpen their wits for the invention of unusual tortures and new forms of 

death” without any particular hatred or hope of gain. Instead innocent victims were 

slaughtered “for the sole purpose of enjoying the pleasing spectacle afforded by the 

pitiful gestures and motions, the lamentable groans and cries, of a man dying in anguish.” 

Surely, Montaigne concluded, such behavior represented “the extreme limit to which 

cruelty can attain.” Michel de Montaigne, “On Cruelty,” in Essays, trans. J. M. Cohen 

(London, 1958), 186; also in Montaigne, The Complete Works, ed. and trans. Donald M. 

Frame (New York, 1943), 383; hereafter cited as CW. On Montaigne see Felicity Green, 

Montaigne and the Life of Freedom (Cambridge, 2012). The standard biography in 

English is Donald M. Frame, Montaigne: A Biography (New York, 1965). See also David 

Lewis Schaefer, The Political Philosophy of Montaigne (Ithaca, 1990); David Quint, 

Montaigne and the Quality of Mercy: Ethical and Political Themes in the “Essais” 

(Princeton, 1998); and the still-rewarding essay by Ralph Waldo Emerson, “Montaigne; 

or, the Skeptic,” in the series Representative Men, in Emerson, Essays and Lectures, ed. 

Joel Porte (New York, 1983), 690–709. 

2. Montaigne, “On Physiognomy,” in Essays, 339–43; CW, 988–92. 

3. Montaigne, “By Diverse Means We Arrive at the Same End,” in CW, 3–6. 

4. Because of Montaigne’s scandalous judgments, his books were confiscated by a papal 

censor on a trip to Rome in 1581. Even though he was known to oppose Protestantism 

and repeatedly urged obedience to Catholic authorities, Montaigne was forced to 

apologize for his errors in an audience at the Vatican. A century after his medal was 
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struck, the Catholic Church finally placed his Essays on the index of banned books. 

Schaefer, The Political Philosophy of Montaigne, 13n28. 

5. After listing various exotic practices said to be common in the new world, Montaigne 

concluded that there is evidently no behavior so strange “that custom has not planted and 

established it by law in the regions where she saw fit to do so.” Montaigne, “Of 

Cannibals,” in Essays, 105–19, and CW, 182–93; Montaigne, “Of Custom,” in CW, 93–

108. 

6. In Montaigne’s words, “assertion and dogmatism are positive signs of stupidity.” 

Montaigne, “On Experience,” in Essays, 352; CW, 999. 

7. Montaigne, Essays, 355; CW, 1002. There is a fine discussion of this point in Schaefer, 

The Political Philosophy of Montaigne, 115–50, although I disagree with the conclusions 

he draws. 

8. Montaigne, “On the Art of Conversation,” in Essays, 285–93; CW, 854–60. 

9. I am indebted to the brilliant analysis of these themes in Quint, Montaigne and the 

Quality of Mercy, 102–44; for Montaigne’s letter to Henry, see CW, 1332–4. 

10. Many of Montaigne’s fellow aristocrats relished the turmoil of religious warfare. Chaos 

afforded the opportunity to consolidate their power in their own domains, whatever their 

size, at the expense of a weakened monarch. Many of them built walls to protect their 

towns; some based their choice of religion on calculations of power rather than 

conviction. Montaigne reasoned that submission motivated by fear—such as that shown 

by the earlier Mayor of Bordeaux—indicated weakness, whereas freely chosen obedience 

confirmed independence. As he put it when explaining his own response to the soldiers’ 

mutiny and the reasons why it succeeded, “to submit and entrust oneself to others is an 
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excellent way to win their heart and will.” But the submission must be done, Montaigne 

insisted, “freely and without the constraints of any necessity,” and the situation must “be 

such that we bring to it a pure and clean trust,” the outward sign of which would be “a 

countenance free of any misgiving.” Montaigne, “By Diverse Means We Arrive at the 

Same End,” in CW, 3–6. 

11. Montaigne, “Apology for Raymond Sebond,” in CW, 436; cf. Quint, Montaigne and the 

Quality of Mercy, 103. 

12. Montaigne, “On the Art of Conversation,” in Essays, 301; CW, 867. 

13. Montaigne, “On Physiognomy,” in Essays, 318, 322; CW, 971, 974. 

14. Leviticus 19:18; see also Exodus 22:21; Jeffrey Wattles, The Golden Rule (New York, 

1996); and Jacob Neusner and Bruce Chilton, eds., The Golden Rule: The Ethics of 

Reciprocity in World Religions (London and New York, 2008). 

15. Paul R. Mendes-Flor, Love, Accusative and Dative: Reflections on Leviticus 19:18, B. G. 

Rudolph Lectures in Judaic Studies (Syracuse, 2007). 

16. Herodotus, Histories, trans. Robin Waterfield (Oxford, 1998), 5.62–78; and see R. K. 

Sinclair, Democracy and Participation in Athens (Cambridge, 1988), 11–18; and 

Christian Meier, The Greek Discovery of Politics, trans. David McLintock (1970; 

Cambridge, MA, 1990). 

17. Aristotle, Politics 1273b, trans. T. A. Sinclair, rev. Trevor J. Saunders (New York, 1981). 

On the importance of establishing a “middling” ideal in Athenian culture as a 

precondition for the emergence of democracy, see Ian Morris, “The Strong Principle of 

Equality and the Archaic Origins of Greek Democracy,” in Demokratia: A Conversation 

on Democracies, Ancient and Modern, ed. Josiah Ober and Charles Hedrick (Princeton, 
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1996), 19–48. On Solon’s role, cf. Robert W. Wallace, “Revolutions and a New Order in 

Solonian Athens and Archaic Greece,” in Kurt A. Raaflaub, Josiah Ober, and Robert W. 

Wallace, Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 2007), 49–82; Kurt Raaflaub, “Homer to Solon: The Rise of the Polis: The Written 

Sources,” in The Ancient Greek City-State, ed. Mogens H. Hansen (Copenhagen, 1993), 

41–105; and Meier, The Greek Discovery of Politics.  

18. Josiah Ober, “The Original Meaning of ‘Democracy’: Capacity to Do Things, Not 

Majority Rule,” Constellations 15 (2008): 3–9. 

19. All scholars of Greek democracy rely on the pathbreaking work of J. W. Headlam, 

Election by Lot at Athens, 2nd ed., rev. D. C. Macgregor (1891; Cambridge, 1933); and 

Mogens H. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (Cambridge, 

1991). Recent collections that provide insight into the swirling controversies concerning 

Greek democracy include Ancient Greek Democracy, ed. Eric W. Robinson (Oxford, 

2004); and Kurt A. Raaflaub, Josiah Ober, and Robert W. Wallace, Origins of 

Democracy in Ancient Greece (Berkeley, 2007). For a wider view, see Eric W. Robinson, 

Democracy beyond Athens: Popular Government in the Greek Classical Age 

(Cambridge, 2011).  

20. As was true of self-designated democracies from the ancient world through the end of the 

nineteenth century, the exclusion of women and the presence of slaves seemed to male 

Athenians so unproblematic as to be unremarkable. As a result, estimating their numbers 

is impossible, but every Athenian citizen probably owned at least one slave. Athenians 

took for granted both the legitimacy of imperial conquest and its fruits. Citizens were free 

to participate in the assembly and the law courts only because of the income generated by 
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empire and the work rendered by women and slaves. Yet the conditions that made 

popular government possible elicited no critical commentary from the men who 

celebrated democracy. See Moses Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology 

(London, 1980); Kurt A. Raaflaub, “Democracy, Oligarchy, and the Concept of the `Free 

Citizen’ in Late Fifth-Century Athens,” Political Theory 11 (1983): 517–44; Robin 

Osborne, “The Economics and Politics of Slavery at Athens,” in The Greek World, ed. 

Anton Powell (London, 1995), 27–43; David Cohen, Law, Sexuality, and Society: The 

Enforcement of Morals in Classical Athens (Cambridge, 1991); Roger Just, Women in 

Athenian Law and Life (London, 1989); and Marilyn Katz, “Women and Democracy in 

Ancient Greece,” in Contextualizing Classics: Ideology, Performance, Dialogue, ed. 

Thomas M. Falker, Nancy Felson, and David Konstan (Lanham, 1999), 41–68. 

21. For particularly spirited arguments concerning the decisive role played by institutions or 

by the people of Athens in establishing democracy in the time of Cleisthenes, see Hansen, 

The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes; Josiah Ober, Mass and Elite in 

Democratic Athens: Rhetoric, Ideology, and the Power of the People (Princeton, 1989); 

Josiah Ober, “‘I Besieged That Man’: Democracy’s Revolutionary Start,” in Raaflaub et 

al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 83–104; and, for a critique of Ober’s 

argument, Loren J. Samons, “Mass, Elite, and Hoplite–Farmer in Greek History,” Arion, 

3rd ser., no. 5 (1998): 99–123. On the later consolidation of democracy, see Kurt A. 

Raaflaub, “The Breakthrough of Demokratia in Mid-Fifth Century Athens,” in Raaflaub 

et al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 105–54; and for a sharp contrast between 

ancient Greek and modern democracies, see Cynthia Farrar, “Power to the People,” in 

Raaflaub et al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 170–95. 
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22. Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War 2.37, trans. Rex Warner (London, 1954), 145. For 

the idea of sharing equally in public life and the problem with “rights,” see R. K. Sinclair, 

Democracy and Participation in Athens; Martin Ostwald, Nomos and the Beginnings of 

the Athenian Democracy (Oxford, 1969); Martin Ostwald, “Shares and Rights: 

‘Citizenship’ Greek Style and American Style,” in Demokratia: A Conversation on 

Democracies, Ancient and Modern, ed. Josiah Ober and Charles Hedrick, 49–61; Paul 

Cartledge and Matt Edge, “‘Rights,’ Individuals, and Communities in Ancient Greece,” 

and Robert W. Wallace, “Personal Freedom in Greek Democracies, Republican Rome, 

and Modern Liberal States,” in A Companion to Greek and Roman Political Thought, ed. 

Ryan Balot (Oxford, 2009), 149–16, 164–77; and especially Kurt Raaflaub, The 

Discovery of Freedom in Ancient Greece, rev. ed., trans. Renate Franciscono (1985; 

Chicago, 2004). 

23. See Josiah Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens; and Josiah Ober, The Athenian 

Revolution: Essays on Ancient Greek Democracy and Political Theory (Princeton, 1996). 

24. Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.2.9. 

25. Plato, The Apology 31e–32a, in The Last Days of Socrates, trans. Hugh Tredennick (New 

York, 2003). 

26. Plato, The Republic 558c, in The Republic of Plato, trans. Francis MacDonald Cornford 

(Oxford, 1941). See also Jennifer T. Roberts, Athens on Trial: The Anti-Democratic 

Tradition in Western Thought (Princeton, 1994). 

27. See Jonathan Barnes, “Aristotle and Political Liberty,” in Aristotle’s Politics: Critical 

Essays, ed. Richard Kraut and Steven Skultety (Lanham, MD, 2005), 185–202.  

28. Aristotle, Politics 1253a25.  
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29. “Among all men, then, there is a natural impulse towards this kind of association; and the 

first man to construct a state deserves credit for conferring very great benefits. For as man 

is the best of all animals when he has reached his full development, so he is worst of all 

when divorced from law and justice.” Unfortunately, Aristotle concluded glumly, his 

ideal “middle constitution has never occurred anywhere, or only seldom and 

sporadically,” precisely because the conditions had never been right for it, and he gave no 

guidance about how it could be instituted. Aristotle, Politics 1296a7; see also Aristotle, 

Nicomachean Ethics 10.8–9. Maria Mavroudi of the University of California pointed out 

to me that all of our understandings of Aristotle are shaped by the sources available to us. 
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Martin Dzelzainis, “Milton’s Classical Republicanism,” in Armitage et al., Milton and 

Republicanism, 20. Although Dzelzainis’s introduction to his edition of Milton’s Political 

Writings provides a brilliant textual analysis and historical contextualization of Milton’s 

arguments in The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates, I believe he exaggerates the extent of 
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importance of which the text makes unmistakable. Although Milton shifted his focus 

away from the “inferior magistrates” emphasized by continental resistance theorists, and 

by Presbyterians John Knox and George Buchanan, to emphasize the legitimacy of 

popular sovereignty, he remained careful to locate the origin of the people’s authority in 

the will of God.  The presence of arguments concerning reason and nature in Milton’s 

text need not rule out the persistence of religious arguments as well. Although the 

contributors to Milton and Republicanism make a persuasive case for the uses to which 

Milton put arguments drawn from both classical and Renaissance humanism, that 

evidence should not blind us to his continuing—and, I believe, at least equally 

important—reliance on his understanding of the Hebrew and Christian Bible as the word 

of God. For another illustration of the persistent, anachronistic attempt to see in Milton’s 

writings an unconscious secularism struggling to be born, see Quentin Skinner, “What 

Does It Mean to Be A Free Person?” London Review of Books, May 22, 2008, 16–18. 

92. Milton, Eikonoklastes, in Wolfe et al., Complete Prose Works 3:542. 

93. The best guide to, and explanation of, these subtle changes in Milton’s arguments is 

Dzelzainis’ introduction to Milton, Political Writings, especially x–xxv. He points out, on 
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The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates only eight months after the first edition appeared.  

94. Milton, A Defense of the English People, in Dzelzainis, Political Writings, 67, 251, 252. 

95. Milton, A Defense of the English People, 80; see also 156–57, 184–91. 

96. Milton, A Defense of the English People, 194; see also Dzelzainis’ introduction, xxiv–

xxv. 
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97. Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 509–10. See also Quentin Skinner, “John Milton and 

the Politics of Slavery,” in Skinner, Visions of Politics 2:286–307, in which Skinner 

credits Milton with having drawn on Roman critiques of monarchy, which enabled him 

“to add significantly to previous discussions about the relations between individual 

liberty and the true greatness of kingdoms and state” (302). 

98. Only the people as a whole can secure the public good, which no single individual, no 

matter how virtuous or wise, can see as they do. By choosing the best among them for 

office, the multitude was exercising its judgment wisely. “The happiness of a nation must 

needs be firmest and certainest in a full and free Councel of their own electing, where no 

single person but reason only swayes.” Only children would choose freely to renounce 

their own liberty and make their wills subservient to the “patronage and disposal” of a 

“single person.” Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 510–12. 

99. A characteristic judgment on the “patrician social prejudices” that tarnished Milton’s 

“radical intellectual convictions” appears in the influential study by Christopher Hill, The 

World Turned Upside Down, 401. See also Hill, Milton and the English Revolution 

(London, 1977).  

100. Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 514–17. 

101. In Milton’s judgment, “liberty of conscience,” which “above all other things ought to be 
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than monarchical government. Moreover, “the civil rights and advancements of every 
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civil freedom “may be best and soonest obtained, if every county in the land were made a 

little commonwealth.” Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 520–23. 
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Machiavellian Moment Nor Possessive Individualism: Commercial Society and the 

Defenders of the English Commonwealth,” American Historical Review 103, no. 3 (June 

1998): 705–36; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 290–97, for persuasive statements of the 

case. In an incisive review essay in English Historical Review 112 (September 1997): 
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edition of Algernon Sidney, Court Maxims, ed. Hans Blom, Eco Haitsma, Julier and 
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stress instead the idea of “neo-Roman liberty.”   

103. The literature on Hobbes is vast. See in particular Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 

1572–1651, 279–348; Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. 3, Hobbes and Civil Science; and, 

on Hobbes’s American connection, N. R. Malcolm, “Hobbes, Sandys, and the Virginia 

Company,” Historical Journal 24 (1981): 297–321. 
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104. See Scott, England’s Troubles, 46–48; and Charles Carlton, Going to the War: The 

Experience of the British Civil Wars, 1638–1651 (London, 1992). Things could have 
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Review 99 (October 1994): 1137–66; and Benjamin Kaplan, Divided by Faith: Conflict 
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105. Judicious assessments of the consequences of the Civil War, which illustrate the range of 
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“The Results of the English Revolutions of the Seventeenth Century,” in Pocock, Three 

British Revolutions, 23–108; Aylmer, Rebellion or Revolution; Kishlansky, A Monarchy 

Transformed; and Scott, England’s Troubles. 

106. Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 523. 

107. The speech Vane gave before his execution was reprinted often by dissidents after the 

Restoration. It appears with Vane’s trial record in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty, 

2:531–62. See also Parnham, Sir Henry Vane; Stearns, The Strenuous Puritan; and 

Winship, Making Heretics, 245–46.    
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1991), 137–40; Perry Miller, Roger Williams (Indianapolis, 1953), 192–95; Ola E. 

Winslow, Master Roger Williams: A Biography (New York, 1957); and John M. Barry, 

Roger Williams and the Creation of the American Soul: Church, State, and the Birth of 

Liberty (New York, 2012), 341–57. As David Hall points out in A Reforming People: 

Puritanism and the Transformation of Public Life in New England (New York, 2012), 

49–50, English reformers “fell significantly short of what the colonists had 
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accomplished.” In England “the Leveller program was never adopted—not by the Long 

Parliament, which refused all suggestions that it dissolve, nor by the commonwealth and 

protectorate.” In the political sphere, “the accomplishments of the colonists became the 

fullest embodiment of the animus against arbitrary rule, monarchical authority, 

monopolies, and other forms of special privilege, and, on the side of state-building, the 

fullest realization of ‘fundamental liberties,’ the empowering of legislative 

representatives, and the principle of consent.”  
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Chapter 4 

1. See Scott Sowerby, Making Toleration: The Repealers and the Glorious Revolution 

(Cambridge, MA, 2013); Julian Hoppit, A Land of Liberty? England, 1689–1727 

(Oxford, 2000), 25; and Jonathan Israel, ed., The Anglo-Dutch Moment: Essays on the 

Glorious Revolution (Cambridge, MA, 1991). 
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threats of renewed Puritan or Papist plots in even the slightest deviations from these new 
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2000). 
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(Oxford, 1949); and Peter Laslett, “Sir Robert Filmer: The Man versus the Whig Myth,” 
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(Cambridge, 1987), 144. 

4. Vane’s speech, delivered June 6, 1662, was published—anonymously, of course—

several times in the decades that followed. It is reprinted, together with the record of his 
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in Sidney’s life, even the provenance of this celebrated motto is uncertain. He never 
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Sidney has received considerable attention recently. Biographies include John 

Carswell, The Porcupine: The Life of Algernon Sidney (London, 1989); and Paulette 
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and Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America. 
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10. Algernon Sidney, Court Maxims, ed. Hans W. Blom, Eco Haitsma Mulier, and Ronald 

Janse (Cambridge, 1996), 188. See also Sidney, “The Character of Sir Henry Vane,” 
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reprinted in Violet A. Rowe, Sir Henry Vane the Younger (London, 1970), 278–82. For 

Sidney’s inscription, “Sit Sanguinis Ultor Justorum,” see Scott, Algernon Sidney and the 

English Republic, 1623–1677, 171. 

11. Sir George Downing to Edward Hyde, Earl of Clarendon, June 23, 1665, in T. H. Lister, 

Life and Administration of Edward, First Earl of Clarendon…, 3 vols. (London, 1837), 
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13. Sidney, Court Maxims, 4, 15. 

14. Sidney, Court Maxims, 24. 

15. The “light of nature and reason in man” has “its beginning in God,” so “Plato and the 
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dictate of God’s own spirit.” Sidney, Court Maxims, 123, 125. 

16. Sidney, Court Maxims, 4, 12. 

17. Algernon Sidney, Discourses concerning Government, ed. Thomas G. West 

(Indianapolis, 1990), 192. 
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Republic: The English Experience,” in Republicanism: A Shared European Heritage, ed. 

Martin van Gelderen and Quentin Skinner, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 2002), 1:307–27, esp. 

326n13. 
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19. On Sidney’s exile and the reasons for his return to England, see Houston, Algernon 

Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America, 30–45; and cf. Scott, 

Algernon Sidney and the English Republic, 1623–1677, 239–45; and Carswell, The 

Porcupine, 156–61. 

20. Our own anxieties regarding low turnout make us worry less about vote buying than 

about voter disinterest. But ignoring the reasons for seventeenth-century republicans’ 

misgivings about popular government, or assuming that they betray anti-democratic bias, 

blinds us to the less than salutary practices that enabled those with resources to purchase 

their neighbors’ support. The late 1670s were, after all, the period when the word “sham” 

entered the English language to describe deceitful practices common in public life. Not 
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[using the pseudonym Philanglus], England’s Great Interest In the Choice of this New 
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(Princeton, 1986), 594; Gordon Schochet, “Radical Politics and Ashcraft’s Treatise on 

Locke,” Journal of the History of Ideas 50 (July–September 1989): 503–6; and Mark 
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21. “I must confess,” Sidney wrote, “I do not know three men of a mind, and that a spirit of 

giddiness reigns among us, far beyond any I ever observed in my life.” Sidney to George 
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Savile, May 5, 1679, in Letters of the Honourable Algernon Sidney (London, 1742), 53–

54. 

22. “Things are so entangled, that liberty of language is almost lost; and noe man knowes 

how to speake of any thing, least [sic] he that is spoken unto may be of a party contrary 

unto him, and that endeavours to overthrow what he would set up.” Those intrigues 

caused Sidney to be accused by royal spies of treason. He was suspected of allying with 

Shaftesbury in the Exclusion Crisis, which now seems false; of participating in the Rye 

House Plot, which also seems false; and third, of helping to write seditious pamphlets 

challenging the legitimacy of the king’s repeated dissolutions of Parliament, which was 

almost certainly true. Sidney to Benjamin Furly, October 13, 1680, in Original Letters of 

John Locke, Alg. Sidney, and Lord Shaftesbury, ed. T. Forster, 2nd ed. (1830; London, 

1847), 98. One of those pamphlets, A Just and Modest Vindication of the proceedings of 

the Two last Parliaments (London, 1682), was reprinted as The design of inslaving 

England discovered by the incroachments upon the powers and privileges of Parliament 

by K. Charles II (London, 1689); it has been attributed to William Jones and Robert 

Ferguson as well as Sidney. 

23. Detailed accounts of this crisis, and Sidney’s role in it, include Scott, Algernon Sidney 

and the Restoration Crisis, 1677–1683; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 434–53. 

24. George Jeffreys, The Tryal of Algernon Sydney, in Sydney on Government, ed. J. 

Robertson (London, 1772), quoted in Scott, England’s Troubles, 362. 

25. The efforts of some twentieth-century scholars either to tease out defenses of capitalism 

or to insist on the primacy of civic republicanism as the animating principles of radicals 

in the 1670s and 1680s are no longer persuasive. Sidney and his contemporaries saw the 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 4 79

world neither in terms of a market economy nor a classical polis but above all in terms of 

their understanding of the responsibilities of Protestant Christians. Although they valued 

property and civic virtue, and different individuals placed varying degrees of emphasis 

on different aspects of the radical creed, almost all of them discussed those values in 

relation to the overarching framework provided by their religious faith. For more detailed 

and contextualized discussions of these issues, and treatment of the historiographical 

controversies between “liberal” and “republican” interpretations that now seem to me 

largely resolved, see Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England 

and America, 3–11, 122–30; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 290–97, 352–55. 

26. “Liberty solely consists in an independency upon the will of another, and by the name of 

slave we understand a man, who can neither dispose of his person nor goods, but enjoyes 

all at the will of his master.” Sidney, Discourses, 17. 

27. Sidney, Discourses, 102–3. 

28. Sidney, Discourses, 99, 166. 

29. Sidney, Discourses, 478–79. 

30. Sidney, Discourses, 13. 

31. Sidney, Discourses, 396–97, 502–7; and see the illuminating discussion of this important 

point in J. R. Pole, Political Representation in England and the Origins of the American 

Republic (1966; Berkeley, 1971), 13–17. 

32. Sidney argued that a single national assembly was superior to the federal arrangements in 

Switzerland or the United Provinces, because in such nations individual cantons or 

provinces could dig in their heels against the others and insist on their own interest 

without having to confront the discrepancy between that interest and the broader interest 
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of the nation as a whole. Although fully cognizant of its costs, Sidney preferred the 

English system, which was premised on the awareness that “every county does not make 

a distinct body, having in it self a sovereign power, but is a member of that great body 

which comprehends the whole nation. ‘Tis not therefore for Kent or Sussex, Lewis or 

Maidstone, but for the whole nation, that the members chosen in those places are sent to 

serve in parliament.” Sidney, Discourses, 451. 

33. Sidney, Discourses, 443–44. 

34. Sidney, Discourses, 559. 

35. In ways that will become clear, that conviction sparked a disagreement between Sidney 

and William Penn, and developments in Pennsylvania would demonstrate the profound 

wisdom of Sidney’s more prudent assessment of human potential. Sidney, Discourses, 

461, 451, 173; and cf. 149–50, 357, and 524–25. 

36. Sidney, Discourses, 548. 

37. Just as “the meanest piece of wood or stone, being placed by a wise architect, conduces 

to the beauty of the most glorious building,” so are men, on their own and as individuals, 

merely “rough pieces of timber or stone” to be transformed into a durable and valuable 

creation by a “skillful builder” who must “cleave, saw or cut” the raw materials he is 

given. Without those materials, and without the vision of those builders, there is nothing. 

Sidney, Discourses, 83–85. 

38. The jury that judged Sidney guilty was not exactly a jury of his peers, which would have 

been, in his words, a jury drawn from “the principal knights and gentlemen that were 

freeholders in Middlesex.” Instead it consisted of “a rabble of men of the meanest 

callings, ruined fortunes, lost reputation, and hardly endowed with such understanding, as 
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is required” to reach a verdict concerning the most trivial of offenses. It was, he 

complained, a jury of men lacking autonomy, experience in public affairs, and the ethic 

of mutuality that Sidney prized—in short, individuals of the sort most likely to favor 

absolute monarchy and least likely to embrace Sidney’s republican values. Facing 

execution, Sidney thought he deserved better. For The Apology of A. Sydney, in the Day 

of his Death, in Sydney on Government, see Scott, England’s Troubles, 448. 

39. When rulers violate the public good, the people retain the right to resist: “those laws were 

to be observed, and the oaths taken by them, having the force of a contract between 

magistrate and people, could not be violated without danger of dissolving the whole 

fabrick.” Sidney, The Very Copy of a Paper Delivered to the Sheriffs, upon the Scaffold 

on Tower-Hill, on Friday Decemb. 7, 1683 (London, 1683), 2. 

40. Free nations “are governed by their own laws and magistrates according to their own 

mind.” Only the enslaved are content with aristocracy or monarchy, having either 

“willingly subjected themselves” or “by force brought under the power of one or more 

men, to be ruled according to his or their pleasure.” Sidney, Discourses, 440; see also 

502–3. 

41. The most influential of such misreadings were those of Leo Strauss and C. B. 

Macpherson, who approached Locke from opposite vantage points. On Strauss see James 

T. Kloppenberg, “The Place of Value in a Culture of Facts: Truth and Historicism,” in 

David A. Hollinger, ed., The Humanities and the Dynamics of Inclusion since World War 

II (Baltimore, 2006), 126–58. On Macpherson see Joseph Carens, ed., Democracy and 

Possessive Individualism: The Intellectual Legacy of C. B. Macpherson (Albany, 1993). 
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42. Among the pioneers of this now-standard way of reading Locke were Peter Laslett, John 

Dunn, and James Tully. See Laslett’s introduction to his edition of Locke, Two Treatises 

of Government (1960; Cambridge, 1963), 15–135; John Dunn, The Political Thought of 

John Locke: An Historical Account of the Argument of the “Two Treatises of 
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Adversaries (Cambridge, 1980); and Tully, “Locke,” in The Cambridge History of 

Political Thought, 1450–1700 (hereafter CHPT, 1450–1700), ed. J. H. Burns and Mark 

Goldie (Cambridge, 1991), 616–52. More recent collections of criticism include Richard 

Ashcraft, ed., John Locke: Critical Assessments 4 vols. (London, 1991); Vere Chappell, 

ed., The Cambridge Companion to Locke (Cambridge, 1994); and Peter R. Anstey, ed., 

The Philosophy of John Locke: New Perspectives (London, 2003).  

43. In his unpublished Tracts and his correspondence, Locke acknowledged his relief, at that 

stage in his life, that the monarchy had been restored. “The supreme magistrate of every 

nation, what way so ever created, must necessarily have an absolute and arbitrary 

power,” he proclaimed in the Tracts. Lest there be any doubt about his own preferences, 

he later appended a preface in which he wrote, “As for myself, there is no one can have a 

greater respect and veneration for authority than I.” Locke lamented that as soon as he 

was born, “I found myself in a storm which has lasted almost hitherto, and therefore 

cannot but entertain the approaches of a calm with the greatest joy and satisfaction.” 

Given the tendency of sinful men to disobey, authority must be absolute and obedience 

unquestioning—at least in outward form. Yet another principal tenet of the dissenting 

tradition also shaped Locke’s upbringing: no civil authority can dictate inner belief. 
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Locke’s letters to his father and to Thomas Westrow are in The Correspondence of John 

Locke, ed. E. S. de Beer, 8 vols. (Oxford, 1976–1989), 1:136–37, 124–25. 

44. Locke’s elevated status as a Carolina “landgrave” and the accompanying grant of four 

thousand “baronia,” which he and his associates no doubt imagined to be a considerable 

expanse of fertile land, never yielded him a penny. It has long been known that Locke 

owned stock in the Royal African Company and profited from the slave trade. On the 

relation between this fact and his later political writings, cf. Jeremy Waldron, God, 

Locke, and Equality: Christian Foundations in Locke’s Political Thought (Cambridge, 

2002), 198–206; and David Armitage, “John Locke, Carolina and the Two Treatises of 

Government,” Political Theory 32 (2004): 602–27. 

45. Maurice Cranston, John Locke: A Biography (1957; Oxford, 1985), 202, 246–57. 

46. Locke to the Earl of Pembroke, December 8, 1684, in Locke, Correspondence 2:664. 

Attempting to explain to Pembroke why he was not in France but in Holland, known for 

decades as the preferred refuge for English political as well as religious dissenters, the 

abstemious Locke offered a singularly unconvincing reason: he was there for the beer. 

47. Locke, Correspondence 3:634. See also the excellent discussion of these issues in 

Hoppit, A Land of Liberty?, 30–34. 

48. Locke to Clarke, April 19/29, 1687, Correspondence 3:173. In a letter to William 

Molyneux written January 19, 1694, Locke wrote, “Every one, according to what way 

Providence has placed him in, is bound to labour for the public good, as far as he is able, 

or else he has no right to eat.” Correspondence 4:786. Of all the scholarship devoted to 

this issue, I have found particularly valuable John Dunn, “Individuality and Clientage in 

the Formation of Locke’s Social Imagination,” in Dunn, Rethinking Modern Political 
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Theory: Essays, 1979–1983 (Cambridge, 1985), 13–33; Dunn, The Political Thought of 

John Locke, esp. 214–61; and Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the 

Modern Identity (Cambridge, 1989), esp. 159–76, 234–47. 

49. “Every man has an immortal soul,” Locke wrote, “capable of eternal happiness or 

misery,” and nothing matters more than “doing those things in this life, which are 

necessary to the obtaining of God’s favor.” Indeed, “the observance of these things is the 

highest obligation that lies upon mankind,” precisely because “there is nothing in this 

world that is of any consideration in comparison with eternity.” Sincere faith “cannot be 

imposed on any church by the law of the land.” “To believe this or that to be true, does 

not depend upon our will.” Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration, ed. Mark Goldie 

(Indianapolis, 2010), 11–15, 44–45.  

50. Locke first expressed this conviction, which he reached in the early 1670s, in A Letter 

from a Person of Quality to his Friend in the Country. Not coincidentally, he left for 

France immediately after that tract was published anonymously in 1675. The Letter is 

included in the appendix to Locke, Political Essays, ed. Mark Goldie (Cambridge, 1997), 

360–65, even though its authorship remains contested. Goldie writes, “No place of 

publication or name of publisher is given; there is no extant manuscript. The tract was 

included in Pierre Desmaizeaux’s Collections of Several Pieces of Mr. Locke (1720) and 

in later editions of Locke’s Works.” There is no other evidence to establish Locke’s 

authorship. Because Desmaizeaux contended that Shaftesbury dictated the text to Locke, 

some scholars have attributed it to Shaftesbury. Goldie concludes “there is little doubt the 

tract reflected Locke’s views,” a judgment shared by Richard Ashcraft, Revolutionary 

Politics and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government, 120–23.  
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51. Locke’s eloquent defense of toleration notwithstanding, those inclined to invoke Locke 

as a champion of religious freedom should note that he considered both Catholics and 

atheists beyond the pale, even though his argument in the Letter Concerning Toleration 

might seem explicit in its inclusion of Catholicism. Civil government could not compel 

belief, Locke reasoned, but neither could religious believers ignore the laws of civil 

government. Locke feared, as did his fellow English Protestants, that Catholics would 

obey only laws decreed by the Pope. The point of the Whigs’ strategy of exclusion, of the 

failed rebellion of 1685, and of the Revolution of 1688 was to prevent England from 

becoming Catholic. Even if as a faith Roman Catholicism deserved to be tolerated, 

Catholics’ supposed susceptibility to treason made them too dangerous to accept. 

Atheists likewise could not be trusted, Locke argued, but for a different reason. Since 

atheists did not consider each individual a child of God, and therefore sacred, they had no 

reason to treat others with respect, and since they did not believe in damnation, they had 

no reason to keep promises and every incentive to lie, cheat, and steal. Recent 

commentators have explored the possibility that Locke’s principles might have been 

extended to include not only Roman Catholics but non-European native peoples. 

Plausible as those arguments seem, the historical Locke was rather less sympathetic with 

non-Protestant religions. Cf. Duncan Ivison, “The Nature of Rights and the History of 

Empire,” in David Armitage, ed., British Political Thought in History, Literature and 

Theory (Cambridge, 2006), 191–211; and Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 218–23. 

52. Locke’s case against absolutism depends on arguments developed in The Second 

Treatise, in which he laid out his own principles of government. That makes The First 

Treatise hard to follow for readers not immersed in Filmer, and it corroborates the claim 
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that Locke was working on both books simultaneously in the late 1670s and early 1680s, 

at just the time when he was deeply engaged with Shaftesbury in the Exclusion Crisis. 

The case for Locke’s substantial completion of both The First Treatise and The Second 

Treatise between 1679 and 1681 is made most persuasively by Peter Laslett in his 

introduction to his edition of Two Treatises of Government. For questions concerning the 

reliability of that dating, see Dunn, The Political Theory of John Locke, 47–57; and 

concerning the relative importance of the composition as opposed to the publication of 

Two Treatises, see Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 7–12. On the similarities and 

differences between Locke’s and Sidney’s refutations of Filmer, and on the changing 

contexts in which they wrote, see Scott, England’s Troubles, 374–88. 

53. Locke, Second Treatise, in Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (1960; 

Cambridge, 1988), 268. All citations to the First Treatise and the Second Treatise are to 

the 1988 version of Laslett’s edition. As these quoted phrases make clear, the argument 

of C. B. Macpherson concerning Locke’s supposedly proto-capitalist defense of the 

accumulation and protection of property as the central thrust of The Second Treatise 

cannot survive reading the second page of the book, in which Locke defends the 

regulation of property on behalf of the public good as one of the principal purposes of 

law. 

54. Locke, Second Treatise, 268–69. 

55. In England, the people had established episcopal government in the domain of religion 

and Parliament in the realm of politics, and in both spheres Hooker considered those 

appointed the legitimate agents of the people. But Hooker denied that the sovereign 

people, having once established a particular form of government, enjoyed the right to 
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change that form; vesting sovereignty in them was a potentially explosive principle, as 

Leveller pamphleteers made plain. Indeed, publication of the final three volumes of 

Hooker’s work was delayed for several decades, at least in part because his editors 

realized just how corrosive of royal and episcopal authority his arguments were. On 

Hooker, see Richard Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 1572–1651 (Cambridge, 1993), 

146–53. 

56. To that ethic of reciprocity Hooker and Locke added the “relation of equality between 

our selves and them, that are as our selves,” a relation acknowledged in multiple “Rules 

and Canons” that “natural reason hath drawn for direction of Life.” Of such principles 

“no Man is ignorant.” Locke quoting from Hooker, Ecclesiastical Polity, the edition of 

1676, in Second Treatise, 310–11. The entire quotation reads as follows: “it is no less 

their Duty, to Love others than themselves, for seeing those things which are equal, must 

needs all have one measure; If I cannot but wish to receive good, even as much at every 

Man’s hands, as any Man can wish unto his own Sual, how should I look to have any part 

of my desire herin satisfied, unless my self be careful to satisfie the like desire, which is 

undoubtedly in other Men, being of one and the same nature? to have any thing offered 

them repugnant to this desire, must needs in all respects grieve them as much as men, so 

that if I do harm, I must look to suffer, there being no reason that others should shew 

greater measure of love to me, than they have by me, shewed unto them; my desire 

therefore to be lov’d of my equals in nature, as much as possible may be, imposeth upon 

me a natural Duty of bearing to themward, fully the like affection; From which relation 

of equality between our selves and them, that are as our selves, what several Rules and 

Canons, natural reason hath drawn for direction of Life, no Man is ignorant.” 
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57. Locke, Second Treatise, 271. 

58. For an excellent discussion of Grotius, which contextualizes his writings, shows his 

similarities to Locke (especially concerning religious toleration and the origin of 

property) and his differences from Hobbes, and explains why he remained skeptical 

about democracy and opted instead for an aristocratic republicanism, see Tuck, 

Philosophy and Government, 1572–1651, 154–201.  

59. See Grotius, The Free Sea, ed. David Armitage (Indianapolis, 2004); and Martine van 

Ittersum, “Profit and Principle: Hugo Grotius, Natural Rights Theories and the Rise of 

Dutch Power in the East Indies, 1595–1615” (unpub. Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 

2002).   

60. Oldenbarnevelt was a prominent public official—for a time the chief minister of Holland, 

the most powerful among the United Provinces—and the decision of the States-General 

to arrest him and Grotius indicated that religious unrest in the United Provinces had 

escalated to a point near civil war. Oldenbarnevelt was convicted, in part on the basis of 

testimony given by his associate Grotius, and was martyred, just as Sidney was, for the 

cause of religious toleration. After his escape from prison, Grotius lived for the rest of his 

life in Paris, first on a royal pension for his services to the French government, then as an 

envoy from Sweden to France—except for a brief sojourn in 1631 back in the United 

Provinces, from which he was again expelled.  

61. Pufendorf, De jure naturae et gentium libri octo, trans. C. H. Oldfather and W. A. 

Oldfather, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1934), 2:1010–11, 1064, 1077. 

62. Pufendorf, De jure naturae et gentium libri octo 2:205. See also Istvan Hont, “The 

Language of Sociability and Commerce: Samuel Pufendorf and the Theoretical 
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Foundations of the ‘Four-Stages Theory,’” in The Languages of Political Theory in 

Early-Modern Europe, ed. Anthony Pagden (Cambridge, 1987), 253–76. 

63. On natural law theory, see Leonard Krieger, The Politics of Discretion: Pufendorf and 

the Acceptance of Natural Law (Chicago, 1965); and Richard Tuck, Natural Rights 

Theories: Their Origin and Development (Cambridge, 1979); and, more briefly, and with 

greater attention to the importance for Grotius and Pufendorf of moral skeptics rather 

than late-medieval scholastics, Richard Tuck, “The ‘Modern’ Theory of Natural Law,” in 

Pagden, The Languages of Political Theory in Early-Modern Europe, 99–119.  

64. Locke, Second Treatise, 331–33. 

65. Locke, Second Treatise, 329–32. At this stage of the argument Locke again invokes 

Hooker’s observation that monarchy, “the thing which they had devised for a Remedy, 

did indeed but increase the Sore, which it should have cured” (330).  

66. Political theorists have debated the implicit logic of Locke’s fragmentary and scattered 

comments on the suffrage. Although I am persuaded by the claim that Locke’s arguments 

concerning the equality of all persons point in the direction of extending the franchise to 

all individuals regardless of property or gender, there is no evidence that Locke himself 

shared that view—or that he was unusual even among Whigs in believing that only men 

with a certain minimum amount of property would be allowed to vote. It is obvious that 

Locke falls short of our standard of universal suffrage, and of course he willingly 

embraced constitutional monarchy. By the standards of his day, however, his arguments 

for equality and popular sovereignty, although less radical than those of some Levellers, 

placed him among the more democratically inclined of English political writers—as the 

suspicions aroused by his unpublished writings and association with Shaftesbury 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 4 90

illustrate. John Marshall, John Locke: Resistance, Religion and Responsibility 

(Cambridge, 1994), emphasizes Locke’s aristocratic, Ciceronian outlook and denies he 

demonstrated any sympathy with democracy. For an overview of the competing 

interpretations on Locke and democracy, see Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 21–43, 

108–50. 

67. The problem was hard to fix because current arrangements suited those in Parliament. 

But “true reason,” not custom, should determine the number of representatives and their 

districts. It is “the interest, as well as intention of the People, to have a fair and equal 

Representative”; thus, replacing the existing system would earn “the Consent and 

Approbation of the Community.” Careful and continuing reapportionment of 

representatives Locke judged a high priority. “Whenever the People shall chuse their 

Representatives upon just and undeniably equal measures suitable to the original Frame 

of the Government, it cannot be doubted to be the will and act of the Society.” Locke, 

Second Treatise, 372–74. For Shaftesbury’s equally direct challenge to the existing 

system for electing Members of Parliament, see Dunn, The Political Thought of John 

Locke, 56n1. 

68. Locke, First Treatise, 211–16; Second Treatise, 363, 353. Among the most persuasive 

accounts of Locke’s ideas concerning property are Tully, A Discourse on Property; 

Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics and Locke’s “Two Treatises of Government”; Waldron, 

God, Locke, and Equality; and Thomas A. Horne, Property Rights and Poverty: Political 

Argument in Britain, 1605–1834 (Chapel Hill, 1990). Summing up a generation of 

responses to the claims of C. B. Macpherson and others, Horne writes, “In Locke’s work, 

then, natural property rights cast four shadows over property rights in society. In the first, 
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the laws that regulated property must have been agreed to by representatives; in the 

second, those laws must be directed to the common good, which included not only the 

juridical requirements of nonarbitrariness but also the economic requirements of 

furthering growth; in the third, the law must make certain that no one starve; and in the 

fourth, a person about to starve because the previous requirement was not fulfilled could 

take what was needed” (63). Cf. the recent recapitulation of the now standard 

interpretation of Locke’s analysis of the relation between property and labor in Ivison, 

“The Nature of Rights and the History of Empire,” 197: “Cultivation and industry does 

not merely produce more stuff, but more opportunities for people to labor, and thus 

greater opportunities for more people to preserve themselves and serve God.” Steven 

Forde, Locke, Science, and Politics (Cambridge, 2014), provides a detailed account of the 

reasons why natural law, grounded in “divine command,” not individual property rights, 

provides the “bedrock or foundation” of Locke’s philosophy. For Locke, Forde 

concludes, the right to property rests on “the higher-order moral imperative to further the 

good of mankind as a whole.” See 1–10, 175–81. 

69. Were the government to dissolve for any reason, Locke argued, power would logically 

revert to the people, who would then “constitute a new Form of Government.” Locke 

called the body exercising this ultimate power “the Commonwealth.” He did not 

necessarily mean by that term “a Democracy,” or any other particular form of 

government, but merely the “independent community” that maintains “the supreme 

power” in any political system. No part of that whole, whether a king, a body of 

aristocrats, or a representative assembly, should be mistaken for the people as a whole 
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because no “inferiour Power should prescribe to a Superiour.” Locke, Second Treatise, 

354. 

70. Such ideas circulated among the Levellers and other republicans during the era of the 

Civil War. Locke was familiar with the writings of Henry Parker and John Wildman and 

with the monarchomach tradition, which held that power reverts to the legislative 

assembly—in the English case, Parliament—in cases of usurpation or abuse of power. 

But the monarchomarchs had stumbled over the issue that I have already identified: if 

sovereignty lay with the King-in-Parliament, then how and on what basis could 

Parliament itself challenge the King? Locke also knew the now-obscure writings of 

George Lawson, who went beyond the monarchomachs and criticized the 

Commonwealth for constituting its authority on the basis of the already discredited 

Parliament rather than attempting to establish its legitimacy by appealing directly to the 

English people. But Lawson had not envisioned sovereignty returning directly to the 

people; he thought that existing county courts might be the appropriate site of such 

popular gatherings and the ratification of the Commonwealth. On the influence of 

Lawson on Locke, see Julian Franklin, John Locke and the Theory of Sovereignty: Mixed 

Monarchy and the Right of Resistance in the Political Thought of the English Revolution 

(Cambridge, 1978). 

71. It is amusing to note that Locke refused assignment as Ambassador to the court of 

Frederick III, Elector of Brandenburg, on the grounds that he was unqualified because he 

could not hold his beer. Either his constitution had changed since he had claimed in 1684 

that he had gone to Holland for the beer, or the explanation of 1689 was as specious as 

that he offered five years earlier. See Cranston, John Locke, 312. 
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72. Locke’s letter to William Clarke, probably written in the late fall of 1689 or, more likely, 

the spring of 1690, and now in Oxford’s Bodleian Library, is reprinted in its entirely at 

the conclusion of a fine article probing its meaning and significance: James Farr and 

Clayton Roberts, “John Locke on the Glorious Revolution: A Rediscovered Document,” 

Historical Journal 28 (1985): 385–98. 

73. Farr and Roberts, “John Locke on the Glorious Revolution.”  

74. John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter H. Nidditch 

(Oxford, 1979), bk. 1, chap. 4, par. 17, 95. 

75. John Dunn, with Peter Laslett among the first commentators to stress the importance of 

Locke’s religious faith, has argued vigorously that Locke’s Christianity renders his 

political ideas—important as they were historically—unpersuasive in our “post-

Christian” age. See for example Dunn’s conclusion in The Political Thought of John 

Locke, 262–67. For contrasting judgments concerning the implications of Locke’s 

religious convictions for us, see Taylor, Sources of the Self; and Waldron, God, Locke, 

and Equality, 240–43. I am grateful to Kenneth Winkler, editor of one of the standard 

abridged editions of Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding (Indianapolis, 

1996), for his clarification of thorny issues concerning Locke’s Essay and its interpreters. 

76. Locke, Essay, bk. 3, chap. 11, par. 16, 517; bk. 2, chap. 11, par. 10, 159. See also the 

comprehensive discussion of these issues in Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 50–81; 

and the admirably concise treatment in Ivison, “The Nature of Rights and the History of 

Empire,” 194.  

77. Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 10, par. 6, 621. 
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78. “Such a submission as this of our reason to faith, takes not away the landmarks of 

knowledge; this shakes not the foundations of reason, but leaves us that use of our 

faculties, for which they were given us.” Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 18, par. 10, 696. 

79. See Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 19, par. 12, 703; and Dunn, The Political Thought of John 

Locke, 249–50. 

80. Both Locke and many of his interpreters tend to write “Christianity” when they mean 

“Protestant Christianity,” a reflection of the unselfconscious anti-Catholicism prevalent 

in English culture since the sixteenth century. 

81. Locke believed that rational capacity exists in every person, and his egalitarianism and 

his ethics flowed from that conviction. “God has furnished Men with faculties sufficient 

to direct them in the Way they should take, if they will but seriously employ them that 

Way, when their ordinary Vocations allow the Leisure.” All people, no matter how 

difficult their circumstances, should have time to think about the fate of their souls in 

eternity. “Were men as intent upon” the question of their salvation “as they are on things 

of lower concernment, there are none so enslaved to the necessities of life, who might not 

find many vacancies, that might be husbanded to this advantage of their knowledge.” 

Locke never doubted that all people share the capacity to reason, nor that such “power of 

abstracting” is as likely—or even likelier—among ordinary people than among those 

born to wealth or nobility. The much-studied Protestant ethic not only motivated 

ceaseless striving, it also devalued older aristocratic notions of honor and glory in favor 

of a higher assessment of the capacity of ordinary people and the sanctity of everyday 

life. Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 20, par. 16, 717. For the relation between this 
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reassessment of ordinary life and the broader consequences of the Reformation, see 

Taylor, Sources of the Self.  

82. Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 20, par. 16, 717. 

83. Locke’s journal quoted in Cranston, John Locke, 265n1.  

84. Locke, Essay, bk. 2, chap. 21, par. 52, 267; and cf. Locke’s letter to Edward Clarke, 

April 19/29, 1687, discussed on pp. 155–56 above. 

85. Locke, Some Thoughts concerning Education, ed. John W. Yolton and Jean S. Yolton 

(Oxford, 1989), 103. Cf. the following passage from 170: “Covetousness, and the Desire 

of having in our Possession, and under our Dominion, more than we have need of, being 

the Root of all Evil, should be early and carefully weeded out, and the contrary Quality 

of a Readiness to impart to others, implanted.” 

86. Locke, Some Thoughts concerning Education, 111, the same wording as that in the letter 

to Edward Clarke discussed on pp. 155–56 above.  

87. John Locke, The Reasonableness of Christianity: As Delivered in the Scriptures, ed. John 

C. Higgins-Biddle (Oxford, 1999), 89, 150. The book sparked a controversy because, as 

Locke tried to lay out what he considered the core beliefs of Christianity, he seemed to be 

rejecting important Anglican doctrines such as the trinity and original sin.   

88. Locke, The Reasonableness of Christianity, 149. 

89. Locke, Second Treatise, 358. 

90. See Locke’s letter to William Molyneux, January 19, 1694, on the universal obligation 

“to labour for the public good.” On Locke’s conception of what follows from the duty to 

develop one’s God-given capacities through strenuous, productive labor, see Dunn, The 

Political Thought of John Locke, 251–54; and the incisive account of the relation 
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between Locke’s religious faith and his political ideas in Duncan Kelly, The Propriety of 

Liberty: Persons, Passions and Judgment in Modern Political Thought (Princeton, 2011), 

20–58. 

91. These passages come from two of the tracts printed in the spring of 1689, A Brief 

Collection of Some Memorandums and A Letter to a Friend, Advising him, in this 

extraordinary Juncture, how to free the Nation from Slavery for ever, both quoted in Lois 

G. Schwoerer, “The Bill of Rights: Epitome of the Revolution of 1688–89,” in Three 

British Revolutions: 1641, 1688, 1776, ed. J. G. A. Pocock (Princeton, 1980), 230–31. 

For a sampling of seven of the most influential of these tracts, see Malcolm, The Struggle 

for Sovereignty 2:847–1064.  

92. “A Paper which was delivered to the house of Commons on Monday 28th January 1688 

[i.e., 1689]…said to be written by the Marquis of Halifax” (Rawlinson Ms. D 1079, 8, 

Bodleian Library); and “Proposals to this present Convention,” in The Eighth Collection 

of Papers Relating to the Present Juncture of Affairs (London, 1689), 33. The 

Convention included individuals who hailed from diverse backgrounds and professed a 

wide array of political convictions. Among the most influential was the former Leveller 

John Wildman. Imprisoned first by Cromwell, then by Charles II, and later under 

suspicion for his role in both the Rye House plot and Monmouth’s rebellion, Wildman 

returned to England from his Dutch exile in the company of William of Orange. 

Wildman was elected a member of the Convention and named to the Committee that 

wrote the first Draft of the Declaration of Rights. He also produced an anonymous 

pamphlet, Some Remarks upon Government, which was among the dozens printed in the 

early months of 1689. Wildman, in his typical fashion, surveyed the options, weighing 
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the advantages and disadvantages of monarchy, aristocracy, democracy, and their 

“several Derivatives, Compounds, and Variations.” Although democracy appears 

preferable, all forms “have their Defects.” To solve the problems of the English case, 

Wildman suggested strengthening the power of Parliament and reforming the electoral 

system. In the present circumstances, Wildman urged the adoption of a monarchy. But, 

Wildman concluded ominously, his esteem for William of Orange did not extend to his 

“Posterity,” leaving open the question of whether England should embrace in principle 

what it was choosing in fact, an elective monarchy of the sort common elsewhere in 

Europe. Wildman’s pamphlet, Some Remarks upon Government, and particularly upon 

the Establishment of the English Monarchy Relating to this present Juncture, is reprinted 

in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty 2:868–901. See also the discussion of the 

Convention in Edmund S. Morgan, Inventing the People: The Rise of Popular 

Sovereignty in England and America (New York, 1988), 107–21; and Lois Schwoerer, 

The Declaration of Rights, 1689 (Baltimore, 1981). 

93. These judgments, of course, remain contested. Cf. Hoppit, A Land of Liberty?; and 

Kishlansky, A Monarchy Transformed. These years also saw the first appearance of what 

might be called a women’s-rights sensibility, notably in the work of Lady Mary 

Chudleigh and Mary Astell. Astell’s Essay in Defence of the Female Sex (1706) urged 

the creation of separate schools in which young women might develop their God-given 

capacities. Astell’s conservative Anglicanism, her stridently Tory political sentiments, 

and her acceptance of women’s subservient role in marriage have made her a 

controversial figure in more recent feminist scholarship. See Mary Astell, Political 
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Writings, ed. Patricia Springborn (Cambridge, 1996); and the essays collected in Patricia 

Springborn, Mary Astell: Theorist of Freedom from Domination (Cambridge, 2005).  

94. See Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707–1837 (New Haven, 1992); and 

David Armitage, The Ideological Origins of the British Empire (Cambridge, 2000). 

95. Derek Hirst, The Representative of the People? Voters and Voting in England under the 

Early Stuarts (Cambridge, 1975); and Mark Kishlansky, Parliamentary Selection: Social 

and Political Choice in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 1986) offer contrasting 

interpretations. Lawrence Stone opts for Hirst’s rosier view in “The Results of the 

English Revolutions of the Seventeenth Century,” in Pocock, Three British Revolutions, 

80–81. Whatever disagreement exists among historians concerning the extent of popular 

involvement in English politics in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, 

there is general agreement that it diminished after 1721. See John A. Cannon, 

Parliamentary Reform, 1640–1832 (Cambridge, 1973). 

96. On politics after 1689, see Tim Harris, Politics under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in 

a Divided Society, 1660–1715 (London, 1993). For influential accounts of how party 

politics worked, see John Brewer, Party Ideology and Popular Politics at the Accession 

of George III (Cambridge, 1976); and on the ways in which “influence” enabled the 

English oligarchy to seize control of politics and through that control to replace the chaos 

of the seventeenth century with a form of stability that lasted until the early nineteenth 

century, see J. H. Plumb, The Growth of Political Stability in England, 1675–1725 

(London, 1967). 

97. The Manuscripts of His Grace the Duke of Portland, quoted in Hoppit, A Land of 

Liberty?, 271. 
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98. James quoted in Edmund S. Morgan, Inventing the People: The Rise of Popular 

Sovereignty in England and America (New York, 1988), 125. As James saw more clearly 

than Morgan, the ability of representative assemblies to make trouble was considerably 

more than a fiction. See the concise account of these developments in David S. Lovejoy, 

“Two American Revolutions, 1689 and 1776,” in Pocock, Three British Revolutions, 

244–62. 

99. For the 1678 Petition from the Massachusetts General Court, see Records of the 

Governor and Company of the Massachusetts Bay in New England, 1628–1686, ed. 

Nathaniel Bradstreet Schurtleff, 5 vols., (Boston, 1853–54), 5:200.  

100. The petitions from 1683 and 1685 are in Shurtleff, Records of the Governor and 

Company of the Massachusetts Bay 5:201, 495. 

101. Wise and Dudley quoted in Perry Miller, The New England Mind, vol. 2, From Colony to 

Province (1953; Boston, 1961), 156. The record of the court case against the Ipswich 

men, August 23, 1687, is in Gay Transcripts 3:59, 62–68, Massachusetts Historical 

Society. See also George A. Cook, John Wise, American Democrat (New York, 1952). 

102. On Bulkeley, see Timothy Breen, The Character of the Good Ruler: A Study of Puritan 

Political Ideas in New England, 1630–1730 (New Haven, 1970), 176–79; Brendan 

McConville, The King’s Three Faces; The Rise and Fall of Royal America (Chapel Hill, 

2006), 94–95; Samuel Eliot Morison, The Intellectual Life of Colonial New England 

(1936; New York, 1956), 200–5; Miller, From Colony to Province, 151–54. 

103. Cotton Mather, Declaration, of the Gentlemen, Merchants, and Inhabitants of Boston, 

and the Country adjacent quoted in Morison, The Intellectual Life of Colonial New 

England, 199. On the Glorious Revolution in America, see Richard R. Johnson, “The 
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Revolution of 1688–9 in the American Colonies,” in The Anglo-Dutch Moment: Essays 

on the Glorious Revolution and Its World Impact, ed. Jonathan Israel (Cambridge, 1991), 

215–40; and David S. Lovejoy, The Glorious Revolution in America (New York, 1972). 

For a more comprehensive view of New Englanders’ complaints against Andros, see The 

Andros Tracts, ed. William Whitmore, 3 vols. (Boston, 1868–74).  

104. Increase Mather quoted in Miller, From Colony to Province, 169. Breen, The Character 

of the Good Ruler, 134–79, argues that Puritan thinking shifted from an earlier focus on 

salvation to a great emphasis on property in the late seventeenth century. Robert 

Middlekauff, The Mathers: Three Generations of Puritan Intellectuals, 1596–1728 (New 

York, 1971) explains the dissatisfaction felt by both Cotton and Increase Mather by 

stressing their sense of cultural loss, which the new charter merely ratified. The evidence, 

though, suggests both the persistence of piety and a change of circumstances as Boston 

was drawn more tightly into transatlantic economic and religious networks; on the 

coexistence of commercial activity with the persistence of Puritan zeal, see Mark 

Peterson, “Theopolis Americana: The City-State of Boston, the Republic of Letters, and 

the Protestant International, 1689–1739,” in Soundings in Atlantic History: Latent 

Structures and Intellectual Currents, 1500–1830, ed. Bernard Bailyn and Patricia L. 

Denault (Cambridge, MA, 2009), 329–70. 

105. For a recent discussion of voter eligibility in Massachusetts, see Richard Beeman, The 

Varieties of Political Experience in Eighteenth-Century America (Philadelphia, 2004), 

69–79. As Beeman points out, the percentage of those actually exercising the franchise 

was much lower than the percentage of those eligible to vote. Whether that fact testifies 

to the deference or disinterest of voters in Massachusetts, as Beeman notes, is difficult to 
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judge. The answer seems to have varied—then as it does now—according to place, time, 

and issues, with the electorate gradually becoming more independent and more engaged 

in the middle decades of the eighteenth century for reasons to be discussed in chapters 7 

through 10 below. 

106. For an excellent analysis of the relation between the Puritan tradition of covenant and the 

Charter of 1691, see John Brooke, The Heart of the Commonwealth: Society and 

Political Culture in Worcester County, Massachusetts, 1713–1861 (Cambridge, 1989), 

19–25. 

107. Writing in support of Sidney’s candidacy for Parliament, Penn defended the “Right and 

Title to your own Lives, Liberties and Estates” and contended that “every man is a sort of 

little Soveraign to himself.” Also in 1679, Penn urged the principle of “governing on a 

ballance, as near as possible, of the severall Religious interests.” Penn lamented, as 

Sidney did, not only the imposition of Anglican beliefs and practices but also the 

perversion of the public will by the frauds that pervaded and poisoned English electoral 

politics. Whereas Penn, like Sidney, Locke, and earlier Leveller agitators, believed that 

the purpose of public life was to find, through the exercise of reason, the common 

interest, the widespread use of money and alcohol to win voters’ favor incited public 

participation at the expense of civic virtue. Penn considered “Civil Interest the foundation 

of Government.” He believed that by encouraging people to engage in hypocrisy as they 

declared their faith, and in corruption as they cast their votes, English practice submerged 

the principles of natural right under sordid calculations of personal advantage. Penn 

warned voters against “ambitious men” and “Prodigal or Voluptuous Persons” and urged 

them to seek those attuned to the common good: “The Representative of a Nation ought 
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to consist of the most Wise, Sober and Valiant of the People, not Men of mean Spirits or 

sordid Passions that would sell the Interest of the People that chuse them to advance their 

own, or be at the Beck of some great Man, in the hopes of a Lift to a good Employ; pray 

beware of these.” Penn believed a chasm lay between the narrow self-interest of petty 

politicians and the virtue of genuinely public-spirited statesmen, and he was equally 

confident the voting public could discern that gap. The early history of Pennsylvania 

would test those convictions. Penn, One Project for the Good of England (1679), in 

Penn, Works, 2 vols. (London, 1726), 1:482; and Penn [Philanglus], Englands Great 

Interest in the Choice of this New Parliament (London, 1679), 3. 

108. [William Penn and Thomas Rudyard], The Peoples Antient and Just Liberties, quoted in 

Gary De Krey, “The First Restoration Crisis: Conscience and Coercion in London, 1667–

1673,” Albion 25 (1993): 573. On Penn, see Gary Nash, Quakers and Politics: 

Pennsylvania, 1681–1726 (Princeton, 1968); and the wide range of essays in Richard S. 

Dunn and Mary Maples Dunn, eds., The World of William Penn (Philadelphia, 1986). 

109. William Penn, England’s Present Interest Considered (1675), in Works 1:674. 

110. See John E. Pomfret, “The Problem of the West Jersey Concessions of 1676/7,” William 

and Mary Quarterly 3rd ser., 5 (1948): 95–105; and Pomfret, Colonial New Jersey: A 

History (New York, 1973). 

111. Disputes over whether Penn was motivated primarily by his desire to provide a refuge for 

Quakers and others seeking freedom of conscience, by his desire to establish a form of 

government free of the corruption endemic to English politics, or by his desire to 

improve his own economic prospects are impossible to resolve. Penn doubtless hoped to 

achieve all three goals, which were probably not separable in his own mind. We know 
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from a letter Penn wrote to Sidney dated October 13, 1681, that Sidney was involved in 

helping Penn write the founding document of the colony of Pennsylvania. We also know 

that Penn believed Sidney had told “severall persons” that the final result had deviated 

from the original plan and yielded “the basest laws in the world, not to be endured or 

lived under, and that the Turk was not more absolute than I.” Unfortunately, we do not 

know how—or whether—Sidney replied or whether Penn’s complaint had any basis. See 

Penn’s letter, and the discussion of the issues involved, in Houston, Algernon Sidney and 

the Republican Heritage in England and America, 232–34. 

112. All lands would have to be purchased rather than simply seized from the Indians. 

Moreover, “all differences between the planters and the natives” must be resolved by a 

body of twelve mediators, “that is, by six planters and six natives; that so we may live 

friendly together as much as in us lieth, preventing all occasions of heart-burnings and 

mischief.” Like John Eliot and Roger Williams in New England, Penn never doubted the 

humanity or the capacity of Native Americans. In his plans for the colony he sought to 

secure for them the same rights to develop their land and the same legal protections that 

settlers would enjoy. Penn’s “Concessions to the Province of Pennsylvania” (1681) is in 

Votes and Proceedings of the House of Representatives of the Province of Pennsylvania, 

1682–1776, 6 vols. (Philadelphia, 1752), 1:xxiv–xxvi; and is reprinted in Colonial 

Origins of the American Constitution: A Documentary History, ed. Donald Lutz 

(Indianapolis, 1998), 266–70. 

113. Penn, “Charter of Liberties and Frame of Government of the Province of Pennsylvania in 

America,” from Votes and Proceedings 1:xxvii–xxviii; reprinted in Lutz, Colonial 

Origins, 272–86.  
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114. Penn, “Charter of Liberties and Frame of Government.”  

115. William Penn, The Great Question to be Considered by the King, and this approaching 

Parliament… (London, 1680), 4. 

116. William Penn, “Some Account of the Province of Pennsylvania” (1681), in Narratives of 

Early Pennsylvania, West New Jersey and Delaware, 1630–1707, ed. Albert Cook Myers 

(1912; New York, 1956), 203–207. 

117. Penn, “A Further Account of the Province of Pennsylvania” (1685), in Myers, Narratives 

of Early Pennsylvania, West New Jersey and Delaware, 1630–1707, 255–78. 

118. William Penn to Thomas Lloyd, in Penn, Letters 3:50. 

119. Locke’s journal, with his critical commentary on Penn’s Frame of Government, is quoted 

in Cranston, John Locke, 261–62; for other excerpts from Locke’s response to Penn, see 

Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration, xl, 182. 

120. Cranston, John Locke, 298. 

121. It is significant that Penn retained not only his executive authority but his vast land 

holdings in Pennsylvania. As the proprietor of the colony he retained the feudal right not 

to be taxed—which would become an issue of enormous symbolic importance in France. 

In other words, despite his bold claims that the public interest would guide the polity, 

Penn’s insistence on forcing his own personal interest down his people’s throats sparked 

the earliest battles in the colony and the effective disbanding of the upper house of the 

legislature. Less than two decades after Pennsylvania was founded, Penn’s decisions had 

produced a polity in which all effective legislative authority was vested in the popularly 

elected Assembly. William Penn, Papers 4:283. My analysis of early Pennsylvania 

politics is indebted to Beeman, The Varieties of Political Experience in Eighteenth-
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Century America, 204–23; Pole, Political Representation, 76–97; James Lemon, The 

Best Poor Man’s Country: A Geographical Study of Early Southeastern Pennsylvania 

(Baltimore, 1972), 12–19; Alan Tully, Forming American Politics: Ideals, Interests, and 

Institutions in Colonial New York and Pennsylvania (Baltimore, 1994), 408–21; and 

Tully, William Penn’s Legacy: Politics and Social Structure in Provincial Pennsylvania, 

1726–1755 (Baltimore, 1977).  

122. Of course many fewer than were eligible actually voted, and rates of participation varied 

as widely as eligibility did. Although the number of voters rarely exceeded 50% of those 

eligible to vote, particular contests brought surges, local elections often attracted more 

voters than colony-wide elections did, and the percentage of those eligible who did vote 

tended overall to rise during the course of the eighteenth century. Rates of turnover 

among those elected likewise varied across colonies and over time, ranging from under 

20% in Pennsylvania to over 60% in Rhode Island. The meaning and significance of 

voting also varied, just as it did in England and in the homelands of other immigrant 

groups. These figures come from Beeman, Varieties of Political Experience in 

Eighteenth-Century America, 22 (on England),  52 (on Virginia), 75 (on Massachusetts), 

and 103–6 (on New York); the figures on turnover are on 211. See also the table in 

Fischer, Albion’s Seed, 815. 

123. See chapters 2 and 3 above. 

124. John Davenport quoted in Miller, The New England Mind: The Seventeenth Century 

(1939; Boston, 1961), 421. See also Richard Bushman, From Puritan to Yankee: 

Character and the Social Order in Connecticut, 1690–1765 (New York, 1970), 3–21. 

125. On Gershom Bulkeley, see pp. 175–76 above. 
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126. The relation between the legislation enacted by colonial legislatures and British law was 

contested from the start and never clarified. The colonists from the outset treated their 

assemblies’ decisions as law; British authorities contended that all colonial legislation 

was authorized by the monarch’s grace and favor, which could be withdrawn at any time. 

On this persistent tension, which came to a head only in the 1770s, see Jack P. Greene, 

Peripheries and Center: Constitutional Development in Extended Polities of the British 

Empire and the United States 1607–1788 (Athens, GA, 1986), 12–18, 28–42; and 

Greene, The Constitutional Origins of the American Revolution, 2–18. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 107

Chapter 5 

1. Perhaps the most widely known statement of the case for dramatic change is that of Paul 

Hazard in his still valuable study The European Mind, 1680–1715, trans. J. Lewis May 

(1935; New York, 1963), xv: “One day, the French people, almost to a man, were 

thinking like Bossuet. The day after, they were thinking like Voltaire. No ordinary swing 

of the pendulum, that. It was a revolution.” As Nannerl Keohane points out in Philosophy 

and the State in France: The Renaissance to the Enlightenment (Princeton, 1980), 12–13, 

both parts of Hazard’s contrast are almost equally exaggerated.  

Scholarship on the Enlightenment is immense: a recent list of judiciously selected 

titles, limited to secondary works concerning political theory alone, runs to seventy 

densely packed pages. See The Cambridge History of Eighteenth-Century Political 

Thought (hereafter CHECPT), ed. Mark Goldie and Robert Wokler (Cambridge, 2006), 

830–900. Still rewarding are two classics: Ernst Cassirer’s The Philosophy of 

Enlightenment, trans. Fritz C. A. Koellen and James P. Pettegrove (1936; Princeton, 

1951), a neo-Kantian’s attempt to rehabilitate reason from the critique of Martin 

Heidegger; and Peter Gay, The Enlightenment: An Interpretation, 2 vols. (New York, 

1966–69), which can be read as an equally ambitious attempt to rescue the secular, 

skeptical, and humane dimensions of eighteenth-century thought from critics such as 

Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer, who denounced the legacy of the Enlightenment 

as a nightmare of totalitarian technocracy. Other valuable, and more recent, studies 

include Anthony Pagden, The Enlightenment and Why It Still Matters (New York, 2013), 

which champions the cause of secular reason against the threats Pagden sees in religion 

and communitarianism; and Michael L. Frazier, The Enlightenment of Sympathy: Justice 
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and Moral Sentiments in the Eighteenth Century and Today (Oxford, 2010), which 

counterposes sympathy and sentiment to scholars’ usual emphasis on reason. Also 

important are three volumes by Jonathan Israel: Radical Enlightenment: Philosophy and 

the Making of Modernity, 1650–1750 (Oxford, 2001), which emphasizes the role of 

skeptics and materialists influenced by Dutch philosopher Baruch Spinoza; 

Enlightenment Contested: Philosophy, Modernity, and the Emancipation of Man, 1670–

1752 (Oxford, 2006), which carries forward Israel’s contention that the principal values 

of the Enlightenment included not only reason, equality, and popular government, but 

also atheism, materialism, determinism, and the primacy of self-interest; and Democratic 

Enlightenment: Philosophy, Revolution, and Human Rights, 1750–1790 (New York, 

2011), which carries his analysis of these themes through the early stages of the French 

Revolution. As will become apparent from my analysis, I consider Israel’s radical 

Enlightenment only a piece—important as it was—of a much broader and more multi-

faceted transatlantic phenomenon. Israel focuses primarily on radical thinkers in the 

Dutch, English, French, and Italian cultural orbits. The thinkers he examines had much 

less salience in North America than another group of thinkers to whom I will pay more 

attention.  

An earlier study with a focus on the role of skeptical and anti-clerical ideas is 

Margaret Jacob, The Radical Enlightenment: Pantheists, Freemasons and Republicans 

(London, 1981). On England, compare these views with that of Roy Porter, 

Enlightenment: The Creation of the Modern World, published in the U.S. as The 

Creation of the Modern World: The Untold Story of the British Enlightenment (New 

York, 2000); on France, Daniel Roche, France in the Enlightenment, trans. Arthur 
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Goldhammer (Cambridge, 1998), and, on the diffusion of Enlightenment ideas through 

French salons as well as the provincial academies, Dena Goodman, The Republic of 

Letters: A Cultural History of the French Enlightenment (Ithaca, 1994); on the German 

states, Derek Beales, Enlightenment and Reform in Eighteenth-Century Europe (London, 

2005); on Scotland, Istvan Hont and Michael Ignatieff, eds., Wealth and Virtue: The 

Shaping of Political Economy in the Scottish Enlightenment (Cambridge, 1983); and on 

America, Henry F. May, The Enlightenment in America (New York, 1976); and Robert 

A. Ferguson, The American Enlightenment, 1750–1820 (Cambridge, MA, 1997). A fine 

collection of essays that highlights the distinctiveness of various national traditions, an 

inclination in recent scholarship that some interpreters consider overblown but that 

seems to me salutary, is Roy Porter and M. Teich, eds., The Enlightenment in National 

Context (Cambridge, 1981). A handy reference work is John Yolton, ed., The Blackwell 

Companion to the Enlightenment (Oxford, 1991). An essay that simultaneously 

encapsulates his own ambitious attempt to establish the “radical Enlightenment” as the 

authentic Enlightenment and reviews the more recent attempt to survey the range and 

diversity of Enlightenment ideas is Jonathan Israel, “Enlightenment! Which 

Enlightenment?” Journal of the History of Ideas 67 (2006): 523–45, a review of 

Encyclopedia of the Enlightenment, ed. Alan Charles Kors et al., 4 vols. (New York, 

2003).  

Given the attention accorded Israel’s analysis of the strand of the Enlightenment 

that he identifies with democracy, it seems to me important to emphasize the extent to 

which the only enduring democracy to emerge from the eighteenth century, that of the 

United States, took shape with almost no contributions from the thinkers Israel identifies 
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as the central figures in eighteenth-century European thought. Israel’s standard for 

democracy, a secular and libertarian direct democracy that rules out the forms of 

representative democracy embraced by most figures in the moderate Enlightenment on 

both sides of the Atlantic, was rejected by the vast majority of eighteenth-century 

thinkers. For that reason most historians of the Enlightenment consider Israel’s claims 

for the centrality of the radical Enlightenment, notwithstanding the extraordinary 

scholarship on which his arguments rest, an anachronistic analytical synecdoche. 

Especially incisive review essays on Israel’s work are Anthony LaVopa, “A New 

Intellectual History?: Jonathan Israel’s Enlightenment,” Historical Journal 52 (2009): 

717–38; and Darrin M. McMahon, “What Are Enlightenments?” Modern Intellectual 

History 4 (2007): 601–16.  

2. Recognition of the limited penetration of enlightened ideas is hardly a recent 

development. Classic statements of the case for continental Europe, England, and 

America include Robert Darnton, “In Search of Enlightenment: Recent Attempts to 

Create a Social History of Ideas,” Journal of Modern History 43 (1971): 113–32; J. H. 

Plumb, “Reason and Unreason in the Eighteenth Century: The English Experience,” in 

Some Aspects of Eighteenth-Century England, ed. J. H. Plumb and Venton Dearing (Los 

Angeles, 1971), 3–26; Kenneth Lockridge, Literacy in Colonial New England: An 

Enquiry into the Social Context of Literacy in the Early Modern West (New York, 1974); 

and May, The Enlightenment in America. More recent studies include Ferguson, The 

American Enlightenment; Richard van Dülman, The Society of the Enlightenment: The 

Rise of the Middle Class and Enlightenment Culture in Germany, trans. Anthony 

Williams (London, 1992); and Harvey Chisick, The Limits of Reform in the 
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Enlightenment: Attitudes Toward the Education of the Lower Classes in Eighteenth-

Century France (Princeton, 1991). For persuasive essays demonstrating the persistence of 

religious practices, the ways in which various religious denominations accommodated 

and incorporated enlightenment ideas, and the resistance such reformers often 

encountered—as much from ordinary people as from elites, as much from Protestants as 

from Catholics—see James E. Bradley and Dale Van Kley, eds., Religion and Politics in 

Enlightenment Europe (Notre Dame, 2001).  

3. These two French terms express the conviction of many champions of Enlightenment that 

they were engaged in a project that was both an exercise in philosophical inquiry and 

something broader than that, a project that would bring to European cultures the 

illumination of reason through the efforts of writers who were hardly technical or 

professional philosophers but rather men and (at least toward the end of the eighteenth 

century) women of letters. Both terms have become so firmly entrenched in English 

discourse that they do not require translation. Perhaps precisely because the 

Enlightenment in Great Britain and its colonies remained generally less self-conscious, 

more moderate, and less committed to the desirability or the possibility of dramatic 

cultural change, these words—and the German Aufklärer—convey more effectively than 

do any equivalent English terms the ambition and the self-confidence of many continental 

partisans of Enlightenment. The popularization of the terms dates at least from the widely 

read studies of Peter Gay, The Enlightenment, vol. 1, The Enlightenment: The Rise of 

Modern Paganism (1966; New York, 1977); vol. 2, The Enlightenment: The Science of 

Freedom (1969; New York, 1977); and his earlier The Party of Humanity: Essays in the 

French Enlightenment (1954; New York, 1963). 
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4. This complex relation is captured neatly in the ambivalence of one of the most radical 

figures of the early Enlightenment, Baruch Spinoza, whom Jonathan Israel describes, 

with some exaggeration, as “effectively…the first major European thinker in modern 

times—though he is preceded here by Johan de la Court and [Franciscus] Van den 

Enden—to embrace democratic republicanism as the highest and most fully rational form 

of political organization, and the one best suited to the needs of men.” Israel concedes, 

however, that although Spinoza saw the superiority of democracy as an ideal, in practice 

he recommended that the people, inclined as they were to excess and therefore likely 

either to become tyrannical themselves or to acquiesce in the rule of a tyrant, ought 

simply to obey the existing laws of their nation. Among existing regimes, the “quasi-

aristocracy” of post-1688 England stood out as the best available option. To Spinoza, as 

to other figures in the radical Enlightenment, the risks of democracy in practice 

outweighed its attractiveness in theory. See Israel, The Radical Enlightenment, 14–22, 

72–77, 258–62, 270–74. For a judicious discussion of the relation between Spinoza’s 

skepticism and political reform, see Richard H. Popkin and Mark Goldie, “Scepticism, 

Priestcraft, and Toleration,” in CHECPT, 70–109. 

5. Voltaire, Letters concerning the English Nation (London, 1778), 46; excerpts included in 

the useful collection edited by Peter Gay, The Enlightenment: A Comprehensive 

Anthology (New York, 1973), 147–74. For Voltaire’s assessment of Newton, see his 

letter to the abbé d’Olivet, Oct. 18, 1736, in Correspondence, ed. Theodore Besterman, 

13 vols. (Paris, 1977–), 1:281. 

6. Joseph Addison, Spectator 1, no. 44 (March 12, 1711). 
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7. Anthony Ashley Cooper, 3rd Earl of Shaftesbury, to Jean Le Clerc, The Life, 

Unpublished Letters and Philosophical Regimen of Anthony, Earl of Shaftesbury (1900), 

quoted in Roy Porter, The Creation of the Modern World, 3; and see 487–88n9 for 

Shaftesbury’s claim that the difference between the tragic days of religious enthusiasm 

and the polite society of the eighteenth century lay in the Revolution of 1688.  

8. Anthony Ashley Cooper, 3rd Earl of Shaftesbury, An Inquiry concerning Virtue or Merit, 

vol. 1 of Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, etc., ed. John M. Robertson 

(1900); excerpted in British Moralists, 1650–1800, ed. D. D. Raphael, 2 vols (1969; 

Indianapolis, 1991), 1:167–88; the passages quoted are from bk. 2, pts. 1 and 2, on pp. 

175, 188. See also Lawrence E. Klein, Shaftesbury and the Culture of Politeness: Moral 

Discourse and Cultural Politics in Early Eighteenth-Century England (Cambridge, 

1994); and Jerome Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy: A History of Modern Moral 

Philosophy (Cambridge, 1998), 285–309. 

9. Voltaire, Political Writings, ed. and trans. David Williams (Cambridge, 1994), 59–60. 

10. That such offices, primarily judicial but to a degree legislative, could be bought and sold 

occasioned understandable criticism. Montesquieu defended the practice because he 

deemed it preferable to enhancing even further the power of the monarchy—and the 

possibility of corruption—by making such offices appointive. By custom, royal decrees 

became law only when registered by the provincial parlements. A parlement could—and 

sometimes did—simply ignore such decrees, thereby providing a check against royal 

absolutism prized by many aristocrats in a nation still rooted in its diverse local 

traditions.   
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11. See Mark Hulliung, Montesquieu and the Old Regime (Berkeley, 1976). The standard life 

of Montesquieu remains Roger Shackleton, Montesquieu: A Critical Biography (Oxford, 

1961). Also valuable are Melvin Richter’s Introduction to The Political Theory of 

Montesquieu (Cambridge, 1977), 1–109; and the characteristically incisive study by 

Judith Shklar, Montesquieu (Oxford, 1987). On Montesquieu’s place in the French 

Enlightenment and his standing among contemporary English commentators, see also 

Norman Hamson, “France,” in Porter and Teich, The Enlightenment in National Context, 

40–42. 

12. Or did it? Montesquieu also wrote a supplement to the fable that he never published, in 

which the tale ended with an intriguing twist. After the first king chosen by the 

Troglodytes died, from his “secret sorrow” over his people’s folly, they selected an 

equally wise successor, who engaged one of his subjects in an illuminating dialogue 

about the fate of virtue under monarchy. Should the king continue to exemplify virtue 

and resist the temptation to value wealth himself and reward those who have it, then all 

need not be lost. The wise citizen advised the new king that “it will be you alone who 

decides whether wealth is or is not to be harmful to your people. If they see that you 

would rather have wealth than virtue, they will soon fall into the same habit; in this 

matter your attitude will determine theirs.” As always, “the foundation of your people’s 

virtue” is, as Shaftesbury also observed, “their education. Change this education, and 

those who are not bold enough to be criminals will soon be ashamed of being virtuous.” 

The king should strive, as the citizen saw it, to make both poverty and extravagance 

“equally shameful.” The king, persuaded, announced to his people, “you are about to 

acquire the use of riches; but I declare to you that if you are not virtuous you will be one 
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of the unhappiest nations on earth.” As things stood, the king’s status derived from his 

virtue, but if his subjects sought “to distinguish yourselves only by riches,” then the king 

would have to do the same in order to preserve their respect. The king’s closing words to 

his people suggest why Montesquieu, the more or less loyal subject of a monarch living 

in the unrivaled splendor of Versailles, chose to leave these pages unpublished: “At 

present it is within myself that I find all my riches; but then you would have to wear 

yourselves out to make me rich, and would not benefit from the wealth which you valued 

so highly: it would all go into my treasury. Oh Troglodytes! there could be a noble bond 

between us: if you are virtuous so shall I be; if I am virtuous, so will you be.” Applied to 

France, the converse stung; Montesquieu’s prudence dictated discretion.  

But perhaps Montesquieu considered a more straightforward critique of the avarice 

and corruption of the French—monarchy, aristocracy, and common people alike—less 

effective than the image of the weeping Troglodyte king contemplating the uncertain fate 

of his once virtuous nation. The parallel uses of virtue in the novel, wielded by the eunuchs 

in the seraglio as a weapon to shame Usbek’s wives into feigning devotion and embodied 

in the Troglodytes’ benevolent social order, showed Montesquieu’s awareness that ideas 

and practices have different meanings and significance in different conditions. The value 

of the fable lay in its open-endedness; the consequences of shifting from self-government 

to monarchy remained fuzzier in the published book than in the unpublished supplement. 

Montesquieu, Persian Letters, ed. and trans. Christopher J. Betts (New York, 1973). The 

fable of the Troglodytes is on 53–61, Montesquieu’s unpublished supplement on 286–87; 

other quotations are taken from 166, 219. Michael Sononscher, Before the Deluge: Public 

Debt, Inequality, and the Intellectual Origins of the French Revolution (Princeton, 2007), 
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contains a detailed discussion of the continuity and change in Montesquieu’s ideas 

concerning the implications of luxury for government on 95–172. 

13. On Fénelon, see Keohane, Philosophy and the State in France, 332–46; Michael 

Sonenscher, Sans-Culottes: An Eighteenth-Century Emblem in the French Revolution 

(Princeton, 2008), 202–59; and Patrick Riley’s introduction to his edition of Fénelon, 

Telemachus (Cambridge, 1994). 

14. On Mandeville, see E. J. Hundert, The Enlightenment’s Fable: Bernard Mandeville and 

the Discovery of Society (Cambridge, 1994); and Donald Winch, Riches and Poverty: An 

Intellectual History of Political Economy in Britain, 1750-1834 (Cambridge, 1996), 57–

89. 

15. Montesquieu, Considerations on the Causes of the Romans’ Greatness and Decline, in 

Melvin Richter, The Political Theory of Montesquieu (Cambridge, 1977), 53. 

16. On the wide range of responses to The Spirit of the Laws, see the amusing discussion in 

Sonenscher, Before the Deluge, 173–74; and on the reasons for that diversity, see Duncan 

Kelly, The Propriety of Liberty: Persons, Passions and Judgment in Modern Political 

Thought (Princeton, 2011), 59–116; and more generally Aurelian Craiutu, A Virtue for 

Courageous Minds: Moderation in French Political Thought, 1740–1830 (Princeton, 

2012). 

17. On the forms of despotism practiced in families as well as in slave societies, see 

Hulliung, Montesquieu and the Old Regime. But as Shklar points out in Montesquieu, 97–

98, Montesquieu’s commitment to geographical determinism complicates his otherwise 

straightforward judgment that slavery is always and everywhere evil. 
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18. Only those voters willing to state their preference in public, as citizens did in Athens, 

possessed sufficient virtue to participate in electoral politics. Those seeking anonymity 

had surrendered their autonomy to scoundrels: “by rendering the suffrages secret in the 

Roman republic, all was lost.” Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, ed. Franz Neumann, 

trans. Thomas Nugent (1748; New York, 1949), 12; and see Richter, The Political Theory 

of Montesquieu, 336n22. 

19. “The constitutions of Rome and Athens were excellent—the decrees of the senate had the 

force of laws for the space of year, but did not become perpetual till they were ratified by 

the consent of the people.”  Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, 13, 15. 

20. The French term moeurs, central to Montesquieu and later to Rousseau and Tocqueville, 

presents a challenge to all translators. Sometimes it is best rendered by the English word 

“customs,” at other times by “manners,” at other times by “morals.” It refers to the 

bundle of practices that constitute a culture and give it a distinctive quality related to, but 

not reducible to, its laws, religion, and ethical convictions. 

21. Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, 40–45, 120–21. On the debts Montesquieu owed to 

Plato, to the history of Rome, and more proximately to Harrington’s Oceana for his 

emphasis on the indispensability of economic equality for self-government, see Eric 

Nelson, The Greek Tradition in Republican Thought (Cambridge, 2007), 159–76. 

22. Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, 109–11, 149–51. 

23. Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, 151–62. 

24. Such a representative government Montesquieu judged superior to ancient democracies, 

which suffered from “one great fault”: “the people had a right to active resolutions, such 

as require some execution, of which they are absolutely incapable” as a mass. “They 
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ought to have no share in the government but for the choosing of representatives, which 

is within their reach.” He declared that “few can tell the exact degree of men’s 

capacities,” yet all are “capable of knowing in general whether the person they choose is 

better qualified than most of his neighbors.” Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, 307–

11, 154–55. 

25. Duty as Montesquieu conceived of it took diverse forms, including religious and ethical 

virtue as well as political virtue, as he was at pains to indicate to critics who 

misunderstood him. Although as critical of Catholicism as he was of other forms of 

absolutist rule, atheism never tempted him personally, and he appreciated the 

instrumental value of religion as a spur to virtue. Israel discusses the accusation that 

Montesquieu was infected by the spirit of Spinozism, and notes Montesquieu’s explicit 

and detailed refutation of the charge and avowal of his own Christian faith, in The 

Radical Enlightenment, 12. 

26. Montesquieu’s ambivalence is examined persuasively in Hulliung, Montesquieu and the 

Old Regime; and Kelly, The Propriety of Liberty. 

27. For Montesquieu’s reply to his critics, first printed as the preface to the posthumously 

published edition of The Spirit of the Laws that appeared in 1757, see Neumann, The 

Spirit of the Laws, lxvii–lxix; and cf. Richter, The Political Theory of Montesquieu, 

319n1. 

28. Jean le Rond d’Alembert, Preliminary Discourse to the Encyclopedia of Diderot, ed. and 

trans. Richard N. Schwab and Walter E. Rex (Indianapolis, 1963), 99–100.  

29. D’Alembert explained the end of the Roman republic by linking Montesquieu’s Persian 

Letters and his Considerations: after Rome’s citizens became accustomed to imperial 
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luxury, they “felt the necessity” of “subjecting themselves to masters, once they felt their 

liberty to be a burden”—precisely the logic of the fable of the Troglodytes. D’Alembert’s 

eulogy is reprinted in Oeuvres Complètes de Montesquieu, ed. André Masson, 3 vols. 

(Paris, 1950–1955), vol. 1; see also Richter, The Political Theory of Montesquieu, 55. 

30. Catholics in France as well as Christians elsewhere in Europe adapted to the scientific 

revolution and the Enlightenment without adopting a secular or skeptical orientation. See 

the essays in Bradley and Van Kley, Religion and Politics in Enlightened Europe. On the 

transformation of the Bible during the eighteenth century, when in response to radical 

criticism it was transformed for many readers from a source of religious truth to a 

cornerstone of Western culture, see Jonathan Sheehan, The Enlightenment Bible: 

Translation, Scholarship, Culture (Princeton, 2005). 

31. Jean le Rond d’Alembert, Preliminary Discourse to the Encyclopedia of Diderot, ed. and 

trans. Richard N. Schwab and Walter E. Rex (Indianapolis, 1963), 6–7, 36, 74–84. 

32. D’Alembert, Preliminary Discourse, 22. If d’Alembert’s Preliminary Discourse provides 

one authoritative statement of the editors’ mission, a crucial passage in Diderot’s article 

on the topic “encyclopedia” shows how carefully he balanced confidence in reason 

against his awareness of its limits. In an encyclopedia, which must be the work of 

multiple contributors because no individual can encompass all knowledge, one must 

attempt “to explain the reasons that lie at the roots of things,” at least “when these exist.” 

Likewise one “must assign causes when they are known, indicate effects when these are 

certain,” and “resolve difficulties by the direct application of fundamental principles.” It 

is important not only to “expose errors” and “discredit prejudices” but to “demonstrate 

truths,” at least when those options are available. When reasons, causes, effects, 
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fundamental principles, and truths elude us, we should be content “to doubt and to wait.” 

Diderot warned against replacing one form of dogmatic certainty with another. Yet he 

remained confident the book would do its work “promptly upon good minds” and more 

subtly, “secretly and unobtrusively, upon all minds.” Eventually the Encyclopedia would 

generate “the power to change men’s common way of thinking.” Denis Diderot, 

“Encyclopedia,” from The Encyclopedia, in Rameau’s Nephew and Other Works, trans. 

Jacques Barzun and Ralph H. Bowen (Indianapolis, 1956), 294. 

33. Voltaire, Essay on Manners and Spirits of Nations, excerpted in The Portable 

Enlightenment Reader, ed. Isaac Kramnick (New York, 1995), 375. On the aspiration to 

uniformity and the philosophes’ awareness of its limits, see David W. Bates, 

Enlightenment Aberrations: Error and Revolution in France (Ithaca, 2002); and Henry 

Vyverberg, Human Nature, Cultural Diversity, and the French Enlightenment (Oxford, 

1989). 

34. Voltaire, Histoire du parlement de Paris, ed. J. Renwick (Oxford, 2005), 467. On the role 

of the provincial academies and the Enlightenment, see Roche, France in the 

Enlightenment.  

35. In his Preliminary Discourse, D’Alembert had surprisingly little to say about politics, 

perhaps because he considered it among all the arts and sciences “the most difficult study 

of all.” But its difficulty did not deter him from offering a miniature version of social 

contract theory. He rooted political authority in the original experience of men prior to 

the origins of government, where the weak come to know the injustice of rule by the 

strong. “Thus the evil we experience through the vices of our own species produces in us 

the reflective knowledge of the virtues opposed to these vices, a precious knowledge of 
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which we might perhaps have been deprived if a perfect union and equality had prevailed 

among men.” Our understanding of natural law thus originates not in God’s will, as 

Locke believed, but in conscience, which d’Alembert later described as “a result of 

natural law and of our conception of good and evil. One could call it evidence of the 

heart, for, although it differs greatly from the evidence of the mind which concerns 

speculative truths, it subjugates us with the same force.” D’Alembert, Preliminary 

Discourse, 36, 12–13, 44–45, 26. 

36. Although the phrase “laissez-faire, laissez-passer” did not originate with the physiocrats, 

it became the slogan associated with their campaign to reorganize the French economy, 

and French politics, by circumventing feudal arrangements and counter-productive 

policies of taxation and clientage. In order to bypass large landowners, small farmers, 

merchants, clerics, and provincial parlementaires, all of whom resisted the physiocrats’ 

repudiation of centuries-old arrangements protecting the French people from famine, it 

was necessary to rely on top-down decision-making. Early efforts to implement these 

doctrines, facilitated by rare soul-searching following France’s defeat by Britain in 1763, 

led to experimentation along physiocratic lines under the ministry of the duc de Choiseul. 

Early efforts to liberalize the grain trade in the late 1760s were stymied by two 

developments, the return of famine at the end of the decade and the critique of 

physiocratic theory advanced the abbé Galiani in his Dialogues on the Grain Trade 

(1770), which together persuaded prominent philosophes such as Voltaire to renounce 

Quesnay’s ideas. On the physiocrats, see Philippe Steiner, La ‘science nouvelle’ de 

l’économie politique (Paris, 1998); Jean-Claude Perrot, Une histoire intellectuelle de 

l’économie politique: XVIIe–XVIIIe siècle (Paris, 1992); T. J. Hochestrasser, 
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“Physiocracy and the Politics of Laissez-Faire,” in CHECPT, 419–42; and Sonenscher, 

Before the Deluge, 173–222. 

37. In Turgot’s words, “manners are gradually softened, the human mind takes 

enlightenment, separate nations draw nearer to each other, commerce and policy connect 

at last all parts of the globe”—in sum, humanity “marches always, although slowly, 

toward still higher perfection.” Anne-Robert-Jacques Turgot, “A Philosophical Review of 

the Successive Advances of the Human Mind,” in Turgot on Progress, Sociology and 

Economics, ed. and trans. Ronald L. Meek (Cambridge, 1973). So deep was Turgot’s 

commitment to the idea of perfectibility that he broke from his friend David Hume over 

the latter’s skeptical assessment of the idea. On the Turgot-Hume relationship, see 

Richard H. Popkin and Mark Goldie, “Scepticism, Priestcraft, and Toleration,” 88–89. In 

Turgot’s article “Fondations” in the seventh volume of the Encyclopedia, he denounced 

the tendency of France’s traditional corporate bodies to defend group interests against the 

good of the nation. The rights of individual citizens, by contrast, are “to be respected as 

sacred by society as a whole.” Turgot’s individualism extended well beyond Locke’s. 

The rights of citizens, as he conceived of them, “exist independently of society; they form 

its necessary elements.” Individuals enter society only “to place themselves, with all their 

rights, under the protection of these same laws to which they sacrifice their liberty. But 

private bodies [corps particuliers] do not exist of themselves nor for themselves; they 

have been formed for society; and they must cease to exist the moment that they cease to 

be useful.” Turgot, “Fondations,” in Encyclopédie, ou Dictionnaire raisonné des 

sciences, des arts et des métiers… (Paris, 1751–1765), 7:75. Turgot’s Reflexions sur la 

formation et la distribution des richesses (1766), in which he distinguished between the 
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productivity of capital and that of land, offered a brief for taxing land in order not to drive 

up interest rates. Turgot, Reflexions sur la formation et la distribution des richesses, ed. 

Joel-Thomas Ravix and Paul-Marie Romani (1766; Paris, 1997); and see Sonenscher, 

Before the Deluge, 281–90. 

38. Because the mature economic conditions necessary for free trade were not yet in place, 

Turgot considered it necessary at times to provide public employment, support food 

imports, revise taxes temporarily, and prevent land owners from removing tenants during 

the crisis. Those steps succeeded in mitigating the worst effects of the famine.  

39. Turgot tried to explain his rationale in a treatise intended for widespread circulation. In 

the words of his contemporary François Métra, Turgot adopted “the tone of a father who 

explains to his children the measures he has taken for their welfare and who desires that 

their submission be as enlightened as it is willing.” But that paternal confidence proved 

misplaced, as it so often does. See Emma Rothschild, Economic Sentiments: Adam Smith, 

Condorcet, and the Enlightenment (Cambridge, 2001), 17–39; and Keith Michael Baker, 

Condorcet: From Natural Philosophy to Social Mathematics (Chicago, 1975), 55–64. 

40. On Turgot’s and Condorcet’s elaborate plans for a system of assemblies ranging from the 

local to the national—assemblies designed to be consultative rather than determinative—

see Baker, Condorcet, 56–57, 193, 208–14, and the discussion of these issues in chapter 

11 below. 

41. Denis Diderot, “Political Authority,” in The Encyclopedia, ed. and trans. Stephen J. 

Gendzier (New York, 1967), 185–88. 

42. Denis Diderot, “Citoyen,” in Encyclopédie, ed. Denis Diderot and Jean le Rond 

d’Alembert, 17 vols (Paris, 1751), 3:489. 
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43. Diderot spelled out the implications of the general will for ethics with little more 

precision: “the general will in each individual is a pure act of understanding that reasons 

in the silence of the passions about what man can demand of his fellow man and about 

what his fellow man can rightfully demand of him.” Diderot, “Natural Rights,” in The 

Encyclopedia, 170–75. If that passage suggests that Diderot remained content with some 

version of Shaftesbury’s moral sense, his posthumously published Rameau’s Nephew 

unsettles that conclusion. In that dialogue, Diderot presented himself debating a cynical 

young atheist who disputed Diderot’s contention that helping others brings happiness. For 

whatever reason—perhaps because he had been living with musicians and poets—the 

young man confessed that he lacked whatever internal sense Diderot thought would 

generate satisfaction from benevolence. In other later works, Diderot presented 

challenges to the idea of a moral sense, but he always returned to his observation that 

people take pleasure in doing good to others. He countered the psychological egoism of 

the radical philosophe Helvétius with another formulation of his conviction that only a 

few deviant individuals, such as the “violent reasoner” he presented in the essay “Natural 

Rights,” lack the moral sense, so we should not reason from exceptions to a general rule. 

But, outside of these scattered assertions, Diderot did not develop a coherent theory of 

ethics or politics. He preferred writing fiction and dialogues to treatises for a reason: he 

found the play of conflicting positions, and the chance to play devil’s advocate, more 

rewarding than the elaboration of philosophical arguments. In that preference, at least, he 

was consistent. On Diderot’s ethics and his other late writings, including the 

“Conversation of a Philosopher with the Maréchale de ***” of 1774, see Jerome 

Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy: A History of Modern Moral Philosophy 
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(Cambridge, 1998), 466–70; and cf. Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of 

the Modern Identity (Cambridge, 1989), 319–33. 

44. On the history of the book itself, from conception to distribution, see Robert Darnton, 

The Business of Enlightenment: A Publishing History of the Encyclopédie (Cambridge, 

MA, 1979).  

45. On the 1770 decree against d’Holbach, see Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy, 413. 

46. In De l’esprit (1758), Helvétius vociferously denied the existence of God and left no 

room for an eternal reward to prod individuals toward virtue. That was the job of the 

legislator: “It is plain that morality is only a frivolous science if one does not blend it 

with politics and legislation.” Helvétius, De l’esprit (1758; Paris, 1973), 2:xv, 139. In his 

other major work, the posthumously published De l’homme (1772), Helvétius declared 

that sociability springs not from any “innate quality” such as the moral sense or an inner 

light or divine spark; instead “The love of men for their brethren is the effect of the 

necessity of mutual assistance, and of an affinity of wants, dependent on that corporeal 

sensibility, which I regard as the principle of our actions.” Motivating virtue requires 

laws that penalize vice and reward virtue, which Helvétius defined as “the desire for the 

general happiness,” thereby shifting men’s habits although still appealing to their desire 

to maximize their own experience of pleasure. In such a system, he predicted, republican 

government securing stable property relations would promote, through appeals to the 

universal human quality of vanity, sufficient “mutual assistance” to prevent the equally 

universal impulse to dominate from defining all social relations. Helvétius, “Sociability,” 

in A Treatise on Man: His Intellectual Faculties and His Education, ed. and trans. W. 

Hooper, 2 vols. (London, 1810), 1:124–40; quotations from 134, 140. 
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47. Paul Henri Thiry Baron d’Holbach, Système social: ou principes naturels de la morale et 

de la politique…, 2 vols. (1781; Hildesheim, 1969), 1:7–8. 

48. The feudal system, according to Holbach, sanctified hierarchy as God’s will and left the 

ordinary people “crushed and degraded.” Yet even absolute monarchs were secure only 

when commanding “happy subjects.” For that reason rulers must listen to the people or 

their representatives, “citizens more enlightened than the others,” otherwise the nation 

could be manipulated by “ambitious and dishonest” individuals, such as Guise in France 

or Cromwell in England, who brought “frightful convulsions” under the “pretext of 

preserving public welfare.” Holbach advised instead “a constitution that would allow 

each order of the citizens to have representatives and to speak in the assemblies dedicated 

to public welfare.” Holbach shared with Turgot and Condorcet, among other philosophes, 

a distinctive view of representative government. He argued that distinct social orders, 

including the clergy, the nobility, the magistrates, the merchants, and the farmers, 

required their own representatives because members of these orders, self-interested as 

humans always are, can never know the interests of the others. Only a king could 

transcend particular interests and represent the interests of the nation as a whole. In his 

book L’Ethocratie, ou le gouvernement fondé sur la morale (1776), Holbach called for a 

monarchy advised by a representative assembly of the sort he outlined in the 

Encyclopedia. According to Holbach, an absolute monarch is “the unique representative 

of his nation.” In limited monarchies, by contrast, sovereign power is shared, as it is 

between the king and parliament in Britain. In France, the Estates General consisted of 

the nobility and the clergy. The third estate was “destined to represent the people,” but, 

Holbach noted drily, “these national assemblies have been discontinued since the year 
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1628.” Why did royal absolutism arise in place of the Estates General? Holbach’s history 

of French government opened with the invasion of “happy brigands” from cold northern 

regions. These conquerors treated the natives “as a kind of cheap cattle.” Their heritage 

of domination had persisted in the “pretension of the nobility,” who continued “to regard 

their fellow citizens as vanquished slaves.” Slowly these pagan warriors embraced the 

Christianity of their underlings, which led to the emergence of a powerful clergy that 

eventually joined the monarch and the nobility as the people’s representatives. Holbach, 

“Representatives,” in The Encyclopedia, 214–22; and see Alan C. Kors, D’Holbach’s 

Coterie (Princeton, 1976). 

49. See Robert Darnton, The Forbidden Best-Sellers of Pre-Revolutionary France (New 

York, 1995); and Derek Beales, Enlightenment and Reform in Eighteenth-Century 

Europe, 28–35. 

50. If enlightened despotism was not the answer to the questions of government, what was? 

Voltaire’s articles on law and the state in his Philosophical Dictionary are amusing, but 

they offer only equal-opportunity indictments of legal codes. What about forms of 

government? “The ants,” Voltaire observes, are “an excellent democracy,” since 

everyone is equal and each works “for the happiness of all,” but beavers are even better 

builders. Monkeys are “mountebanks” and thus the species most resembling humans, 

particularly in “our gift of imitation, the triviality of our ideas, and our inconstancy.” In 

answer to the question “which is the best?” in his entry “States, government,” Voltaire 

offers only a parody of Montesquieu, a fictional dialogue between two educated Indians 

who observe how hard it is to explain the fall of Rome, the keys to virtue and honor, and 

the link between climate and government. They agree that few republics have existed, 
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and even fewer have prospered, because “men seldom deserve to govern themselves.” 

The dialogue closes as they resolve to keep looking for the ideal state, where people obey 

the laws, a place neither of them has ever seen. Voltaire, Philosophical Dictionary, 42, 

58, 190–94, 272–73, 281–88, 322, 386–94, 398–400.  

Striking a balance between Voltaire’s condemnation of religious doctrine and 

practice, on the one hand, and his own frequently expressed, albeit pared-down, theism, 

on the other, is challenging. For a comprehensive study of the first two centuries of 

controversy concerning his religious ideas, see René Pomeau, La religion de Voltaire, 

2nd ed. (Paris, 1969).  

51. On these issues, see Beales, Enlightenment and Reform in Eighteenth-Century Europe. 

52. Voltaire, Idées républicaines, in Oeuvres de Voltaire (Paris, 1869), 5:396–403. 

53. Voltaire to d’Alembert, October 16, 1765, in Oeuvres complètes de Voltaire, vol. 43, 

Correspondance avec M. d’Alembert (Paris, 1821): 331–33.  

54. On Rousseau’s life, the best sources are his Confessions (1781), ed. and trans. J. M. 

Cohen (London, 1953), quotations from 34, 40; the fine two-volume biography by 

Maurice Cranston, Jean-Jacques: The Early life and Work of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 

1712–1714 (New York, 1983) and The Noble Savage: Rousseau, 1754–1762 (Oxford, 

1991); and the classic study by Jean Starobinski, Jean-Jacques Rousseau: Transparency 

and Obstruction, trans. Arthur Goldhammer, 2nd ed. (1957, 1971; Chicago, 1988). 

55. Rousseau, Confessions, 106, 205. 

56. Rousseau, Confessions, 225–26. 

57. Rousseau, Confessions, 252–57; and cf. Cranston, Jean-Jacques, 141–55. Initiated into 

the wonders of music along with other mysteries by Mme. de Warens, the precocious 
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Rousseau wrote an opera entitled La Découverte du nouveau monde, inspired perhaps by 

the departure of his uncle Bernard for South Carolina. The libretto offered an early 

version of the figure of the “noble savage” and the sentimentalizing of nature later 

considered characteristic of Rousseau’s mature work. While a member of the Mably 

household, Rousseau also produced his first treatise on education. This Locke-like plea to 

replace Greek and Latin with subjects linked to pupils’ experience, reinforced by an 

ingenious system of rewards and punishments later elaborated in Rousseau’s Emile, was 

no doubt inspired by reflections on his own demoralizing experience of failure in tutoring 

his young pupils. 

58. Rousseau, Confessions, 306. 

59. During this period Rousseau also provided the research notes necessary for M. and Mme. 

Dupin to compose their three-volume critique of Montesquieu’s Spirit of the Laws, a 

tome in which they defended an odd mixture of royalist and bourgeois positions 

including the necessity of absolute monarchy, the desirability of equal rights for women, 

the magical power of commerce, and the indispensability of the tax-farming from which 

they made their fortune. Although dependent on his patrons’ largesse and thus compelled 

to contribute to their projects, Rousseau soon made clear that he shared few of their ideas.  

60. It is worth noting that this question, stated in these words by the Academy of Dijon, is 

often rendered in the way that Rousseau himself rendered it in the opening paragraph of 

his essay: “Has the restoration of the sciences and arts tended to purify or corrupt 

morals?” By introducing “or corrupt,” Rousseau was already signaling the dramatic 

departure he had in mind. On this point see the editor’s notes to Rousseau, The First and 
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Second Discourses, ed. Roger D. Masters, trans Roger D. Masters and Judith R. Masters 

(New York, 1964), 66–67n7. 

61. In light of the intellectual trajectory Rousseau followed from that moment, which carried 

him in the opposite direction from Diderot’s growing confidence in science and progress 

and his increasingly materialist skepticism, an almost classical symmetry attends the 

circumstances of Rousseau’s illumination en route to visit his friend. His account of this 

life-changing incident shows the distance he had traveled from his early affinity with 

ancient stoicism. Whether or not his new sensibility deserves the vexed label “romantic,” 

its rapturous excess demonstrates why variants of the adjective “Rousseau-esque” soon 

entered most European languages to convey the onset of irresistibly powerful emotions 

almost beyond expression. Rousseau to Malesherbes, January 12, 1762, Correspondance 

complète de J.-J. Rousseau, ed. and trans. R. A. Leigh, 14 vols. (Geneva, 1965-1995), 

10:24-29; and see the introduction by Roger D. Masters to Rousseau, Social Contract, 8. 

The passage begins as follows: “if anything resembled a sudden inspiration, it is what 

that advertisement stimulated in me: all at once I felt my mind dazzled by a thousand 

lights, a crowd of splendid ideas presented themselves to me with such force and in such 

confusion, that I was thrown into a state of indescribable bewilderment. I felt my head 

seized by a dizziness that resembled intoxication. A violent palpitation constricted me 

and made my chest heave. Unable to breathe and walk at the same time, I sank down 

under one of the trees in the avenue and passed the next half hour in such a state of 

agitation that when I got up I found that the front of my jacket was wet with tears, 

although I had no memory of shedding any.”  

62. Rousseau, Confessions, 327; and cf. Cranston, Jean-Jacques, 226–29. 
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63. It is striking that Rousseau referred to Voltaire as “famed Arouet,” choosing to avoid 

Voltaire’s pen name because it symbolized to him the abandoning of artistic authenticity 

in the quest for mere celebrity. See Rousseau, First Discourse, 53, 72–73n41. On 

Rousseau’s critique of Mandeville’s myopic emphasis on self-interest, which Rousseau 

thought blinded Mandeville to the “social virtues” that grew from pity, see Pagden, The 

Enlightenment, 92–95. 

64. Rousseau, First Discourse, 36, 51; and cf. 46–47. 

65. Rousseau’s self-conscious adoption of a virtuous simpler life has struck many 

commentators as a hollow attempt to justify his abandonment to a state orphanage of the 

five children he and Thérèse had together. Rousseau justified this step both as necessary 

because of his poverty and as a reflection of his belief that Plato was right and children 

should be raised in common, by the state. See Cranston, Jean-Jacques, 239–61; and 

d’Alembert, “Preliminary Discourse,” 103–5. For the fullest account of the process by 

which Rousseau gradually became estranged from the rest of the philosophes, see 

Hulliung, The Autocritique of Enlightenment: Rousseau and the Philosophes (Cambridge, 

1994).  

66. On the contrast between Rousseau’s two ideals, the rustic simplicity of family life in a 

Swiss mountain village and the austere, disciplined civic republicanism of Sparta, see 

Judith Shklar, Men and Citizens: A Study of Rousseau’s Social Theory (Cambridge, 

1969), who points out that the question of whether such ideals can be reconciled has been 

at the heart of modern political theory.  

67. Rousseau, Oeuvres complètes, ed. B. Gagnebin, M. Raymond, et al., 5 vols. (Paris, 1959–

95), 4:245; and see the discussion of this issue in Robert Wokler, “Rousseau’s Reading of 
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the Book of Genesis and the Theology of Commercial Society,” Modern Intellectual 

History 3, no. 1 (2006): 85–94. The Second Discourse opens with Rousseau warning his 

readers to disregard “facts” and “history.” Rousseau surely wanted to appease the 

censors; his account of human development could not be reconciled with Genesis. He 

might also have wanted to refrain from declaring whether his portrait of the state of 

nature should be taken as speculation or as an accurate account premised on evidence 

from existing Native American or African cultures. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 193–

200. 

68. In his notes to the Second Discourse, Rousseau wrote, “man is naturally good; I believe I 

have demonstrated it. What then can have depraved him to this extent, if not the changes 

that have befallen his constitution, the progress he has made, and the knowledge he has 

acquired?” Even if we admire the achievements of modern society, “it is nonetheless true 

that it necessarily brings men to hate each other in proportion to the conflict of their 

interests, to render each other apparent services and in fact do every imaginable harm to 

one another.” Throughout the Second Discourse Rousseau refers to reports of American 

Indian cultures, and he concludes by invoking Montaigne’s essay “On Cannibals.” On the 

other hand, Rousseau deliberately and repeatedly used the evasive modifier “perhaps” in 

relation to the state of nature: “for it is no light undertaking to separate what is original 

from what is artificial in the present nature of man, and to know correctly a state which 

no longer exists, which perhaps never existed, which probably never will exist, and about 

which it is nevertheless necessary to have precise notions.” Second Discourse, 92–93; 

and cf. 108–41, 180–81. The qualifier might suggest either that humans—like all other 

animals—developed gradually from a primitive condition, that the state of nature was 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 133

possible but unlikely historically, or that it serves only as a fictional, heuristic, or mythic 

device. On these issues, and the ways in which diverse readings of Rousseau’s “perhaps” 

have shaped competing interpretations of his oeuvre, see Christopher Kelley, 

“Rousseau’s `Peut-etre’: Reflections on the Status of the State of Nature,” Modern 

Intellectual History 3, no. 1 (2006): 75–83.   

69. Voltaire to Rousseau, August 30, 1755, in Correspondance complète de J.-J. Rousseau. 

70. Rousseau explicitly rejected Hobbes’s bleak portrayal of life in the state of nature, but he 

conceded that the pity operating among savages evaporated through a natural, inevitable, 

and irreversible process set in motion by the workings of both instinct and reason, the 

engine of human perfectibility. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 141. See also Keohane, 

Philosophy and the State in France, 429–32.  

71. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 133. 

72. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 150–60. 

73. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 163–70. 

74. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 167–68. 

75. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 168–72. 

76. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 202. 

77. We cannot understand Rousseau’s writings historically unless we bracket Robespierre 

and Napoleon, Burke and Carlyle, to say nothing of Hitler and Stalin. On this much-

discussed point, see the judicious treatment in Starobinski, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 29–

30, 382n20. 

78. Rousseau, Emile: or, On Education, ed. and trans. Allan Bloom (New York, 1979), 444–

46, 473, 325. For a comprehensive analysis of Emile, see Roger D. Masters, The Political 
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Philosophy of Rousseau (Princeton, 1968), 3–105. Masters considers Emile the best entry 

into Rousseau’s overall philosophy as well as the source of his clearest and most explicit 

arguments concerning education and religion, which are presented directly in the section 

of Emile entitled “Profession of Faith of the Savoyard Vicar,” 266–313. For a cogent 

brief analysis of Rousseau’s ethical philosophy, see Schneewind, The Invention of 

Autonomy, 470–82. Rousseau’s concept of internalized norms of course illustrates for 

some contemporary readers the rationale behind modern regimes of oppressive 

surveillance examined by Michel Foucault, a reading that relies implicitly on naïve 

conceptions of the desirability and possibility of a life without discipline. 

79. Rousseau, Emile, 235, 289–90; see also 233–36 for the relation between the experience of 

friendship and the development of an ethical sensibility, and the relation between 

morality and justice: “Those who want to treat politics and morals separately will never 

understand anything of either of the two.” 

80. Emile is the story of an isolated child growing up in a world largely without politics. His 

development mirrors the transformation of society from the state of nature to the 

degraded state of civilization. His education counteracts that tendency and teaches Emile 

how to transmute the primitive impulse of pity into a mature ethic of reciprocity, thereby 

keeping at bay the fatal danger of self-love. Rousseau’s paeans to the innocence of 

childhood and his celebrations of play and reverie reversed traditional views of children 

as miniature adults. His portraits of women, by contrast, merely reinforced male 

dominance and helped usher in a new, romantic ideal of swooning women dependent on 

their fathers, lovers, and husbands. The political implications of the tutor’s plan remain 

opaque until he briefly discusses “the science of right” in the concluding pages. 
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Transferring to a civic setting the tutor’s maxim to place duty before inclination is the 

challenge Rousseau would tackle in the Social Contract. Rousseau, Emile, 211–36. For 

criticism of the distance separating Rousseau’s view of gender roles from our own, see 

Susan Muller Okin, Women in Western Political Thought (Princeton, 1979), 99–196; and 

Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Stanford, 1988). 

81. Rousseau, “Political Economy,” in Rousseau, On the Social Contract, with “Geneva 

Manuscript” and “Political Economy”, ed. Roger D. Masters, trans. Judith R. Masters 
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people’s will than could any king. Thus Rousseau advised instituting frequent elections 

and the rotation of representatives instructed by the electorate. Rousseau denied that his 

plan was inconsistent with the Social Contract: the constitution for Poland, he insisted, 

was “deduced” from the “principle” of the Social Contract. Rousseau, Considerations on 

the Government of Poland, in Rousseau: Political Writings, trans. and ed. Frederick 

Watkins (London, 1953), 193–95; and cf. Masters’ note in Rousseau, On the Social 

Contract, 149n105. On the consistency between Rousseau’s ideas for Poland and the 

Social Contract, see also John Pappas, “Les Considerations sur le gouvernement de 

Pologne et le Contrat social: contradiction ou adaptation?” in Rousseau et Voltaire en 

1978 (Geneva, 1981); and cf. Keith Michael Baker, Inventing the French Revolution: 

Essays on French Political Culture in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1990), 235–

38.  

108. Rousseau, Constitutional Project for Corsica, an incomplete and unpublished manuscript, 

in Rousseau: Political Writings, 277–330. See also James Miller, Rousseau: Dreamer of 

Democracy (New Haven, 1984), 127–31. Miller provides a forthright account of 

Rousseau’s plans for Poland and Corsica, even though the evidence he presents from the 

plans quite clearly contradicts his own broader argument concerning Rousseau’s 

preference for direct democracy and his ostensible distrust of representation. 

109. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 79. See also Helena Rosenblatt, Rousseau and Geneva: 

From the First Discourse to the Social Contract, 1749–1762 (Cambridge, 1997). 

110. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 80. See also, on Fabri’s machinations, Jules Vuy, Origine 

des idées politiques de Rousseau, 2nd ed. (1889; Geneva, 1970); and on Rousseau’s 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 141

relation to the leading factions of popular political reform in Geneva, see Richard 

Whatmore, “Rousseau and the Représentants: The Politics of the Lettres écrites de la 

montagne,” Modern Intellectual History 3, no. 3 (November 2006): 385–413. 

111. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 82–83. 

112. Rousseau’s Discourses had made clear why he considered individuals of his day capable 

of civic virtue, yet unlikely to achieve it. Encouraging them to participate on a daily basis 

might merely heighten their commitment to their own narrow interests rather than 

broadening their understanding of the general will. In Emile he showed how difficult it 

would be, in the corrupted conditions of a culture driven by egocentrism and oriented 

toward competition, to educate even a single individual to a life of virtue. Viewed in light 

of those works, the moderation of Rousseau’s recommendations for political reform and 

his preference for a constitutional democracy “tempered” by reliance on elected 

assemblies should come as no surprise. Rousseau, architect and champion of the abstract 

ideal of the general will, believed that goal was most likely to be achieved in practice not 

through a “pure” democracy—suitable only to gods—but through the institutions of 

representative democracy. This was the means best suited to lubricating the inevitable 

frictions of politics to approximate as nearly as possible the ethical and political ideal he 

designated the general will. Rousseau, Second Discourse, 79, 81–82, 85; see also 

Rosenblatt, Rousseau and Geneva, 132–35; and on the more general question of the 

reasons why Rousseau resisted the idea of representatives in the Social Contract but 

elsewhere endorsed the idea of delegates, see the formulations in Urbinati, Representative 

Democracy, 65–100; and Sonenscher, Before the Deluge, 230–39. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 142

113. On the 1766 quarrel between Hume and Rousseau, see E. C. Mossner, The Life of David 

Hume, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1980), chap. 35; and Donald Winch, Riches and Poverty: An 

Intellectual History of Political Economy in Britain, 1750–1834 (Cambridge, 1996), 52–

56, which includes a reprint of the 1766 illustration The Savage Man poking fun at 

Rousseau’s squabbles with Hume and Voltaire. 

114. The two thinkers did have one thing in common: just as Rousseau was the least 

characteristic figure of the French Enlightenment and its most searing critic, so Hume—

although he ranks today as the most influential eighteenth-century Scottish philosopher—

was equally out of step with his British contemporaries. In fact, more because of his 

atheism and his philosophical skepticism than his cultural and political conservatism, 

Hume was something of a scandal in eighteenth-century Britain. David Hume, Enquiry 

concerning the Principles of Morals, in Hume, Enquiries concerning Human 

Understanding and concerning the Principles of Morals, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge, 3rd ed. 

rev., ed. P. H. Niddich (Oxford, 1978), 2:270; see also David Miller, Philosophy and 

Ideology in Hume’s Political Thought (Oxford, 1981), 120. 

115. On Hume’s politics, see Duncan Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical Politics (Cambridge, 

1975), which shows how and why Hume distanced himself from the Whigs’ principles 

and program without thereby becoming a Tory; and Miller, Philosophy and Ideology in 

Hume’s Political Thought, who demonstrates the links between Hume’s skepticism and 

his political writings and shows that he can be placed within either the “liberal” or 

“conservative” traditions only by ignoring crucial aspects of his thought and its complex 

development over time. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 143

116. David Hume, “Idea of a Perfect Commonwealth” (1752), in Hume, Political Essays, ed. 

Knud Haakonssen (Cambridge, 1994), 221–33. This edition is particularly helpful, since 

Haakonssen’s notes clarify the revisions Hume made over the years, which are crucial to 

understanding the development of his political thought. Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical 

Politics, 134–36, stresses the importance of Hume’s revisions and shows how they 

complicate efforts to disentangle his aspirations to provide a “science of politics” from 

his clear engagement with the changing political developments of his day, the “vulgar 

Whiggism” that he grew to detest by the time of his death in 1776. 

117. David Hume, The History of England from the Invasion of Julius Caesar to the 

Abdication of James the Second (1688), 6 vols. (Indianapolis, 1983), 5:569.  

118. David Hume, “Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences” (1742), in Political 

Essays, 70–72. 

119. David Hume, “Of Refinement in the Arts” (1752), in Political Essays, 102.  

120. David Hume, “Of the First Principles of Government” (1741), in Political Essays, 16. 

121. David Hume, “Of the Independency of Parliament” (1741), in Political Essays, 24. 

122. David Hume, “Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences” (1742), in Political 

Essays, 59. 

123. David Hume, “That Politics May Be Reduced to a Science” (1741) in Political Essays, 5. 

124. David Hume, “Whether the British Government Inclines More to Absolute Monarchy, or 

to a Republic” (1741), in Political Essays, 28. 

125. David Hume, “Of Parties in General” (1741), in Political Essays, 34–36. 

126. David Hume, “Of the Independency of Parliament” (1741), in Political Essays, 24. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 144

127. David Hume, “Of the First Principles of Government,” 17–19; “Of the Independency of 

Parliament,” 26; “Whether the British Government Inclines More to Absolute Monarchy, 

or to a Republic,” 31–32.  

128. David Hume, “Of the Original Contract” (1748), in Political Essays, 186–201. 

129. Douglass Adair, “`That Politics May Be Reduced to a Science’: David Hume, James 

Madison, and the Tenth Federalist,” Huntington Library Quarterly 20, no. 2 (June 1957): 

343–60, is among the most widely cited pieces of scholarship on the Constitution and the 

process of ratification. Cf. my discussion of Madison in chapters 9 and 10 below. 

130. The required rotation in office that Harrington stipulated was, according to Hume, 

“inconvenient,” and its agrarian law “impracticable.” The excess power lodged in its 

Senate, Hume warned, “provides not a sufficient security for liberty, or the redress of 

grievances,” because the Senate could quash legislation before it was ever even debated 

by the people’s representatives in the legislature. Readers familiar with Hume’s essays 

would expect next a restatement of his favorite refrain, with which, in fact, the essay 

begins: it is never wise to “tamper” or “try experiments” with established institutions of 

government. David Hume, “Idea of a Perfect Commonwealth” (1752), in Political 

Essays, 221–33. 

131. David Hume, “Idea of a Perfect Commonwealth,” 221–33. See the discussions of this 

essay in Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical Politics, 168–92; Miller, Philosophy and Ideology 

in Hume’s Political Thought, 151–62; Richard Teichgraeber III, “Free Trade” and 

Moral Philosophy: Rethinking the Sources of Adam Smith’s “Wealth of Nations” 

(Durham, 1986), 75–120; Don Herzog, Without Foundations: Justification in Political 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 145

Theory (Ithaca, 1985), 189–201; and John B. Stewart, Opinion and Reform in Hume’s 

Political Philosophy (Princeton, 1992). 

132. David Hume, “Of the Coalition of Parties” (1758), in Political Essays, 206–12. 

133. David Hume, “Of the Origin of Government” (1777), in Political Essays, 20–23. 

134. See Teichgraeber, “Free Trade” and Moral Philosophy, 84.  

135. Fletcher quoted in Nicholas Phillipson, “The Scottish Enlightenment,” in Porter and 

Teich, The Enlightenment in National Context, 23; see also Istvan Hont and Michael 

Ignatieff, eds., Wealth and Virtue: The Shaping of Political Economy in the Scottish 

Enlightenment (Cambridge, 1983); and Richard B. Sher, The Enlightenment and the 

Book: Scottish Authors and Their Publishers in Eighteenth-Century Britain, Ireland, and 

America (Chicago, 2006). One illustration of the shift toward commerce and culture is 

the chapter entitled “Of Political Society” in Hume’s An Enquiry Concerning the 

Principles of Morals, which deals briefly with international relations and social relations 

but has little to do with politics or law, a reflection of Hume’s aversion to abstract 

theories and his preference for established traditions and an orientation characteristic of 

Scottish Enlightenment thought more generally. The literature on the revaluation of 

commerce, and its relation to the rise of the British Empire, is immense. See for example 

Teichgraeber, “Free Trade” and Moral Philosophy; Winch, Riches and Poverty; 

Rothschild, Economic Sentiments; and David Armitage, The Intellectual Origins of the 

British Empire (Cambridge, 2000). 

136. Francis Hutcheson, An Inquiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue 

(1725), in Raphael, British Moralists, 1650–1800 1:265, 272. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 146

137. Hutcheson, An Inquiry, 274, 284. On Hutcheson, see Henning Jensen, Motivation and 

Moral Sense in Francis Hutcheson’s Ethical Theory (The Hague, 1971); Teichgraeber, 

“Free Trade” and Moral Philosophy, 29–74; T. P. Miller, “Francis Hutcheson and the 

Civil Humanist Tradition,” in The Glasgow Enlightenment, ed. Andrew Hook and 

Richard B. Sher (East Linton, East Lothian, 1995); and J. Moore, “The Two Systems of 

Francis Hutcheson: On the Origins of the Scottish Enlightenment,” in Studies in the 

Philosophy of the Scottish Enlightenment, ed. M. A. Stewart (Oxford, 1990). 

138. Francis Hutcheson, An Inquiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue, ed. 

Wolfgang Leidhold, 2 vols. in 1 (Indianapolis, 2004), 134-35. 

139. Francis Hutcheson, System of Moral Philosophy, 3 vols. (London, 1755), 1:77. It should 

also be noted that Hutcheson dismissed arguments for divine-right monarchy and 

endorsed the people’s right to resist tyranny. Less concerned with anarchy than with 

oppression, he did not share Hume’s ambivalence concerning popular government: “In all 

ages there has been too much patience in the body of the people, and too stupid a 

veneration for their princes or rulers.” We have too little evidence to rule out republican 

or democratic government as impractical. “For each one free kingdom or state,” we have 

“many monstrous herds of miserable abject slaves or beasts of burden, rather than civil 

polities of rational creatures.” Just as the moral sense enables individuals to identify 

benevolence and respond to it, so that sense enables them to exercise better judgment in 

public life than earlier thinkers had credited them with possessing. 

140. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, ed. Dugald Stewart (London, 1853), 3; or 

in the more recent and accessible Glasgow edition, ed. D. D. Raphael and J. I. Macfie 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 147

(Oxford, 1976), 1. The page references in the following notes are to the Raphael and 

Macfie edition. 

141. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 137. 

142. Smith never moved as boldly toward atheism as Hume did; whether his caution reflected 

his own deep uncertainty—or merely prudence induced by the abuse Hume endured—

cannot be known conclusively. On this vexed question I have followed the fine 

discussion in Rothschild, Economic Sentiments, 129–30, 299–300n79; but cf. James 

Moore, “Natural Rights and the Scottish Enlightenment,” in CHECPT, 307–10, for 

evidence of Smith’s religious faith. 

143. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 152. 

144. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 233–34. 

145. For a fascinating account of Smith’s review of Rousseau’s Second Discourse, which 

appeared in the Edinburgh Review in 1756, see Robert Wokler, “Rousseau’s Reading of 

the Book of Genesis and the Theology of Commercial Society,” Modern Intellectual 

History, 3 (2006): 85–94. Wokler indicates why Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments 

should be read not only as a critique of Mandeville and a revision of Hutcheson but also 

as a direct reply to the Second Discourse, and he shows tantalizing evidence that Smith 

also took his image of “the invisible hand” from Rousseau. On the relationship between 

Smith and Rousseau more generally, see Istvan Hont, Politics in Commercial Society: 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau and Adam Smith (Cambridge, MA, 2015). 

146. Adam Smith, Lectures on Jurisprudence, ed. R. L. Meek, D. D. Raphael, and P. G. Stein 

(Oxford, 1978), 435. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 148

147. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 25–28; and see Donald Winch, Adam 

Smith’s Politics: An Essay in Historiographic Revision (Cambridge, 1978), 158. 

148. Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, bk. 4, chap. 7, pt. 3; see also Winch, Adam Smith’s 

Politics, 155, and, more generally, Winch’s discussion of Smith’s “Thoughts on 

America,” 152–63. 

149. Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 25–28; and see Winch, Adam Smith’s 

Politics, 159–60. 

150. On this decades-long process of resolving the so-called Adam Smith problem, related in 

some respects to the transformation of our understanding of the relation between Locke’s 

philosophy and his politics, see Hont, Politics in Commercial Society; Knud Haakonssen, 

The Science of a Legislator: The National Jurisprudence of David Hume and Adam Smith 

(Cambridge, 1981); Charles Griswold, Adam Smith and the Virtues of Enlightenment 

(Cambridge, 1999); Teichgraeber, “Free Trade” and Moral Philosophy; Rothschild, 

Economic Sentiments; and especially Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics. 

151. On the legacy of Adam Smith, see Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics, and Rothschild, 

Economic Sentiments. 

152. For a recent overview, see Moore, “Natural Rights and the Scottish Enlightenment.” 

153. David Hume, The History of England 5:146–47. 

154. Hume quoted in Ernest C. Mossner, “Hume’s Early Memoranda, 1729–1740: The 

Complete Text,” Journal of the History of Ideas 9 (1948): 504.  

155. J. Y. T. Grieg, ed., The Letters of David Hume, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1932), 2:237; and see 

Donald W. Livingston, “Hume, English Barbarism, and American Independence,” in 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 149

Scotland and America in the Age of the Enlightenment, ed. Richard B. Sher and Jeffrey 

R. Smitten (Princeton, 1990), 133–47. 

156. Grieg, The Letters of David Hume 2:300–1. 

157. Grieg, The Letters of David Hume 2:302–3. 

158. Grieg, The Letters of David Hume 2:308. 

159. Grieg, The Letters of David Hume 2:286. 

160. Denis Diderot, Oeuvres politiques, ed. P. Vernière (Paris, 1963), 491. See also Durand 

Echevarria, Mirage in the West: A History of the French Image of American Society to 

1815 (1957). 

 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 150

Chapter 6 

1. The literature on the American Enlightenment is rich and varied. A wide-ranging 

collection of documents is The Enlightenment in America, 1720–1825, ed. Jose R. Torre, 

4 vols. (London, 2008). For overviews of the secondary literature and current 

controversies, see Carolyn Winterer, “What Was the American Enlightenment?” in The 

Worlds of American Intellectual History, ed. Joel Isaac, James T. Kloppenberg, Michael 

O’Brien, and Jennifer Ratner-Rosenhagen (New York, 2016); Nathalie Caron and Naomi 

Wulf, “American Enlightenments: Continuity and Renewal,” The Journal of American 

History 99 (2013): 1072–91; and Susan Manning and Francis D. Cogliano, eds., The 

Atlantic Enlightenment (Aldershot, 2008), especially Manning and Cogliano’s 

introduction, “The Enlightenment and the Atlantic,” 1–19. Older works include Donald 

H. Meyer, The Democratic Enlightenment (New York, 1976); Henry F. May, The 

Enlightenment in America (New York, 1976); Donald Lundberg and Henry F. May, “The 

Enlightened Reader in America,” American Quarterly 28 (1976): 262–94, part of a 

special issue devoted to the question of the American Enlightenment; J. R. Pole, 

“Enlightenment and the Politics of American Nature,” in The Enlightenment in National 

Context, ed. Roy Porter and M. Teich (Cambridge, 1981); Michael Warner, The Letters of 

the Republic: Publication and the Public Sphere in Eighteenth-Century America 

(Cambridge, 1990); Donald Lutz, A Preface to American Political Theory, which 

includes a detailed appendix listing the sources cited by American writers; James T. 

Kloppenberg, “Enlightenment,” in A Companion to American Thought, ed. Richard 

Wightman Fox and James T. Kloppenberg (Oxford, 1995); David S. Shields, Civil 

Tongues and Polite Letters in British America (Chapel Hill, 1997); James T. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 151

Kloppenberg, “The Virtues of Liberalism: Christianity, Republicanism, and Ethics in 

Early American Political Discourse” and “Knowledge and Belief in American Public 

Life,” in James T. Kloppenberg, The Virtues of Liberalism (New York, 1998), 1–58; 

Dana Comi, “‘In the Shade of Solitude’: The Mind of New England Women, 1630–

1805” (unpub. Ph.D. diss., Brandeis University, 2003); Darren Staloff, Hamilton, Adams, 

Jefferson: The Politics of Enlightenment and the American Founders (New York, 2005); 

and Caroline Winterer, The Mirror of Antiquity: American Women and the Classical 

Tradition, 1750–1900 (Ithaca, 2007).  

2. This realization has sparked a competition between champions of the so-called “social” 

and “ideological” interpretations of the Revolution that now impedes historical 

understanding. The literature that has transformed historians’ understandings of the 

Revolution is vast and growing rapidly. A fine social history of the struggle is Gary B. 

Nash, The Unknown American Revolution: The Unruly Birth of Democracy and the 

Struggle to Create America (New York, 2005). See also Gary B. Nash, The Urban 

Crucible: Social Change, Political Consciousness, and the Origins of the American 

Revolution (Cambridge, 1979); Staughton Lynd, Antifederalism in Dutchess County, New 

York: A Study of Democracy and Class Conflict in the Revolutionary Era (Chicago, 

1962), one of the earliest social histories of the Revolution; and three of the more recent, 

Benjamin L. Carp, Rebels Rising: Cities and the American Revolution (New York, 2007); 

Ray Raphael, A People’s History of the American Revolution: How Common People 

Shaped the Fight for Independence (New York, 2001); and Raphael, The First American 

Revolution: Before Lexington and Concord (New York, 2002). Other examples include 

Dirk Hoerder, Crowd Action in Revolutionary Massachusetts (New York, 1977); Paul 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 152

Gilje, The Road to Mobocracy: Popular Disorder in New York City, 1763–1834 (Chapel 

Hill, 1987); Steven Rosswurm, Arms, Country, and Class: The Philadelphia Militia and 

the “Lower Sort” During the American Revolution, 1775–1783 (New Brunswick, 1987); 

Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, The Many-Headed Hydra: Sailors, Slaves, 

Commoners, and the Hidden History of the Revolutionary Atlantic (Boston, 2000); on 

women, Linda K. Kerber, Women of the Republic: Intellect and Ideology in 

Revolutionary America (Chapel Hill, 1980); and Mary Beth Norton, Liberty’s Daughters: 

The Revolutionary Experience of American Women, 1750–1800 (Boston, 1980); on 

Indians and African Americans, Woody Holton, Forced Founders: Indians, Debtors, 

Slaves, and the Making of the American Revolution in Virginia (Chapel Hill, 1999); 

Steven Kaplan and Emma Nogrady Kaplan, The Black Presence in the Era of the 

American Revolution (Amherst, 1989); David Brion Davis, The Problem of Slavery in the 

Age of Revolution, 1770–1823 (Ithaca, 1975); and Sylvia Frey, Water from the Rock: 

Black Resistance in a Revolutionary Age (Princeton, 1991). Two collections are Alfred F. 

Young, ed., Beyond the American Revolution: Explorations in the History of American 

Radicalism (DeKalb, 1993); and Ronald Hoffmann and Peter J. Albert, eds., The 

Transforming Hand of Revolution: Reconsidering the American Revolution as a Social 

Movement (Charlottesville, 1996). A cogent argument for integrating social, intellectual, 

and cultural history is William H. Sewell, Logics of History: Social Theory and Social 

Transformation (Chicago, 2005). 

3. The two leading historians often characterized by their critics as offering an “ideological” 

or idea-centered explanation of the American Revolution have insisted on the necessity of 
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and on Franklin’s lifelong reverence for God and adherence to Christian beliefs, see 

Joyce E. Chaplin, The First Scientific American: Benjamin Franklin and the Pursuit of 
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knowledge: “surrounded as we are on all sides with Ignorance and Error, it little becomes 

poor fallible Man to be Positive and dogmatical in his Opinions.” Only forbearance could 

prevent conflict in a culture awash with conflicting forms of religious enthusiasm. 
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20. “Manus haec inimica tryannis / Ense petit placidam sub libertatae quietem,” 
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essay, Franklin wrote that “every Slave” is “by Nature a Thief.” In the revised version of 

1769, in which he omitted the slur against Germans, he altered “by Nature” to read “from 
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Richard Morris, March 7, 1783, Franklin characterized Adams as “a certain mischievous 

madman” (Writings 9:17). 

34. Wise has been a lightning rod for many historians. Cf. the balanced treatment of the 
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sharper insight into the radical implications” of Locke’s ideas “came with Elisha 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 163

Williams’s anonymous pamphlet of 1744. In the emotional context of the Great 

Awakening, Locke’s dignified intellectual insistence on autonomy of judgment becomes 
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Now that evidence of a “consumer revolution” extends back as far as the early 

Renaissance, it may be time to retire the concept altogether and acknowledge that ever 

more people have been buying ever more things in the West for half a millennium now.  
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Enlightenment, has little room in his multi-volume study for American thinkers. If all 

attempts to make the Enlightenment celebration of reason compatible with religious faith 

were incoherent, then—all evidence to the contrary notwithstanding—there was no 
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He summed up his argument with a lengthy passage from Richard Hooker, “as quoted by 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 182

Mr. Locke,” to the effect that feudal claims to absolute authority are contrary to God’s 

will; legitimate authority comes only from popular consent. Adams, “Answer to His 

Excellency’s Speech at the Opening of the Session,” 332, 334–35. 

134. See Conrad E. Wright, Revolutionary Generation: Harvard Men and the Consequences 

of Independence (Amherst, 2005). 

135. Franklin, “The Colonist’s Advocate: VI, 29,” January 29, 1770, in Papers 17:47–48. The 

passage quoted is from Sidney, Discourses, chap. 3, sec. 8, p. 288. 

136. Franklin quickly went on the attack, writing two satirical articles on the folly of British 
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American Republic, 76–77: by the middle of the eighteenth century, Wood writes, “even 

in so stable a colony as Virginia,” the evidence indicates “that more and more groups, 

with more broadly based grievances and more deeply rooted interests than those of the 

dominating families, were seeking under the prodding of popular spokesmen a larger 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 188

against Whigs against Whigs: The Imperial Debates of 1756–1776 Reconsidered,” and 

Daniel Hulsebosch, “The Plural Prerogative,” in The William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd 

ser. 6, no. 4 (October 2011): 573–87. Wood quotes the above passage from Adams’s 

“Novanglus” letters on 577n13. For Nelson’s reply to his critics, see 588–96. 

151. Alexander Hamilton, “A Full Vindication of the Measures of the Congress, from the 

Calumnies of their Enemies,” December 15, 1774, in The Papers of Alexander Hamilton, 

27 vols., ed. Harold C. Syrett (New York, 1961–87), 1:47; Hamilton, “The Farmer 

Refuted,” February 23, 1775, in Papers 1:105. On this point see also Staloff, Hamilton, 

Adams, Jefferson, 58–59.  

152. James Iredell, Address to the Inhabitants of Great Britain (n. p., 1774). 

153. James Wilson, Considerations on the Nature and the Extent of the Legislative Authority 

of the British Parliament (1774), in Collected Works of James Wilson, ed. Kermit L. Hall 

and Mark David Hall, 2 vols. (Indianapolis, 2007), 1:3–31. Wilson drafted 

Considerations in 1768, but he chose to publish it in 1774, at the moment when his 

argument would resonate with those flowing from the pens of other colonial writers. See 

Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, 350–51. Bailyn discusses Wilson’s 

argument, which he considers the culmination of a gradual transformation of colonial 

ideas concerning the indivisibility of sovereignty and the shift of its location from 

Parliament to the people, in Ideological Origins, 189–229. 

154. Benjamin Franklin to William Franklin, March 13, 1768, in Papers 15:74–78. 

155. The most thorough single-volume account of Jefferson’s life and thought remains Noble 

Cunningham, In Pursuit of Reason: The Life of Thomas Jefferson (Baton Rouge, 1987). 

For a discussion of the myriad studies and interpretations of Jefferson, see Kloppenberg, 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 189

The Virtues of Liberalism, 38–51. On Sally Hemings, a slave who was Jefferson’s 

deceased wife’s half-sister and the mother of several of his children, and who was finally 

freed only after Jefferson’s death by his daughter Martha (who was also Sally’s niece), 

see Annette Gordon-Reed, The Hemingses of Monticello: An American Family (New 

York, 2008).  

156. The phrases quoted come from the best source on Jefferson’s early life, his own 

“Autobiography, 1743–1790,” completed in January of 1821, in Jefferson, Writings, ed. 

Merrill D. Peterson (New York, 1984), 3–18. 

157. Jefferson, A Summary View, in Writings, 105–10. In his “Autobiography,” Jefferson 

offered a slightly different version of his rationale, which resembled even more closely 

Adams’s reasoning in his “Novanglus” essays: because the right to expatriation is 

grounded in natural law, “our emigration from England to this country gave her no more 

rights over us” than the emigrations of Danes and Saxons gave those nations sovereignty 

over England (9). 

158. Jefferson, “Autobiography,” 10. 

159. Jefferson, “Autobiography,” 118. 

160. Jefferson denied flatly the king’s claim to any land in America and proclaimed that “all 

the lands within the limits which any particular society has circumscribed around itself 

are assumed by that society,” subject only to their decisions. As with other powers of the 

sovereign people, the choice is theirs. Thus it “may be done by themselves” directly, 

“assembled collectively,” or done “by their legislature, to whom they may have delegated 

sovereign authority.” But if they chose neither of these options, then “each individual of 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 190

the society may appropriate to himself such lands as he finds vacant, and occupancy will 

give him title.” Jefferson, “Autobiography,” 118–20. 

161. In this case Jefferson’s public actions proved as good as his private words. After he 

returned from the Congress in Philadelphia that declared the colonies independent in the 

summer of 1776, his first priority was to undertake the revision of Virginia’s laws, and 

his first target was the law of primogeniture. Although it took a decade to complete, he 

judged this reform among his most significant achievements. The passage of commentary 

on Montesquieu from Jefferson’s commonplace book is quoted in Nelson, The Greek 

Tradition in Republican Thought, 204. See more generally The Commonplace Book of 

Thomas Jefferson: A Repertory of His Ideas on Government, ed. Gilbert Chinard 

(Baltimore, 1926). On the consequences of Jefferson’s insistence on partible inheritance, 

see Holly Brewer, “Entailing Aristocracy in Colonial Virginia: ‘Ancient Feudal 

Restraints’ and Revolutionary Reform,” William and Mary Quarterly 3rd ser. 54, no. 2 

(April 1997): 307; and her broader argument concerning the transformative effect of 

these changes in By Birth or Consent: Children, Law, and the Anglo-American 

Revolution in Authority (Chapel Hill, 2005). 

162. Jefferson, “Autobiography,” 32. It is important to keep in mind, as historians from Joyce 

Appleby and Forrest McDonald to Eric Nelson have pointed out, that Jefferson was not 

opposed to property per se. To the contrary, his goal was to enable as many (white) 

people as possible to own as much property as possible. His quarrel was with a landed 

gentry that controlled political authority as a result of their economic power. He never 

questioned the legitimacy, necessity, or desirability of personal property. For evidence of 

the persistence of the romantic myth that Jefferson was a uniquely radical egalitarian 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 191

democrat, cf. Richard K. Matthews, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson: A 

Revisionist View (Lawrence, KS, 1984); and Michael Hardt, “Jefferson and Democracy,” 

American Quarterly 59, no. 1 (March 2007): 41–78. On the differing practices of politics 

in the northern and southern colonies, see Beeman, The Varieties of Political Experience 

in Eighteenth-Century America; and Morgan, Inventing the People, chap. 8. For 

illustrations of the difference between the political authority of the American and British 

gentry, see Langford, A Polite and Commercial People; and Boyd Hilton, A Mad, Bad, 

and Dangerous People: England 1783–1846 (Oxford, 2006). 

163. See Jefferson, “Autobiography,” 5. Jefferson’s plea for Thomas Howell quoted in Nash, 

The Unknown American Revolution, 116. 

164. Jefferson, A Summary View, 115–16. See also Gary B. Nash and Graham Russell Gao 

Hodges, Friends of Liberty: Thomas Jefferson, Tadeusz Kosiuszko, and Agrippa Hall: A 

Tale of Three Patriots, Two Revolutions, and a Tragic Betrayal of Freedom in the New 

Nation (New York, 2008); and on visitors’ descriptions of life on Mount Vernon and 

Monticello, see Butler, Becoming America, 145–49. Abigail Adams to John Adams, 

September 22, 1774, in Adams Family Correspondence 1:161–62. 

165. On the role white Virginia Protestants played in justifying slavery by creating the 

category of “hereditary heathenism” to exclude Indians and blacks, see Rebecca Anne 

Goetz, The Baptism of Early Virginia: How Christianity Created Race (Baltimore, 2012). 

166. The Carolina Backcountry on the Eve of the Revolution: The Journal and Other Writings 

of Charles Woodmason, ed., Richard J. Hooker (Chapel Hill, 1969), 240–41.  

167. Jefferson, A Summary View, 122. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 192

168. Jefferson to Robert Skipwith, August 3, 1771, in Writings, 740–45. A comparison with 

Jefferson’s much shorter list of recommended books on society and government, 

presented in his letter to John Norvell, dated June 14, 1807, in Writings, 1176–79, reveals 

substantial continuity: remaining are Locke, Sidney, Smith, and Hume (despite his anti-

republican “heresies”); new are, among others, Priestley, Say, Chipman, and The 

Federalist.  

169. On this point see note 108 above. 

170. On the folly of trying to separate the liberal, republican, and Christian dimensions of 

American political thought during these years, see Kloppenberg, The Virtues of 

Liberalism, 3–70. For evidence of Jefferson’s deep albeit unconventional Christianity, 

see his letter to Benjamin Rush, April 21, 1803, in Writings, 1122–26. See also his letter 

to John Adams after the death of Abigail Adams, November 13, 1818, in Cappon, The 

Adams-Jefferson Letters, 529, in which Jefferson wrote “that it is of some comfort to us 

both that the term is not very distant at which we are to deposit, in the same cerement, our 

sorrows and suffering bodies, and to ascend in essence to an ecstatic meeting with the 

friends we have loved and lost and whom we shall still love and never lose again.” 

171. Pietas et gratulario (Boston, 1761). 

172. On literacy in the colonies and the central role of the Bible, the book most often quoted 

during these years, see May, The Enlightenment in America, 35. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 193

Chapter 7 

1. The oft-cited reply of ninety-one-year-old Levi Preston to the questions posed by 

historian Mellen Chamberlain in 1842 is quoted in Samuel Eliot Morison, The Oxford 

History of the American People (New York, 1965), 212–13. Although “old men’s 

recollections so long after the event,” as Morison conceded, “are not regarded by 

historians as good sources of history,” Preston’s judgment rings true. 

2. “The Interest of America,” Freeman’s Journal, or New-Hampshire Gazette (Portsmouth, 

NH); “Spartanus,” New York Journal, June 20, 1776, in American Archives, 4th ser., 

6:994; Maryland Gazette, August 15, 1776; instructions to the delegates of Mecklenburg 

County to the North Carolina Constitutional Convention, November 1, 1776, in The 

Colonial Records of North Carolina… (Raleigh, 1886–90), 10:870a; Providence Gazette, 

August 9, 1777. 

3. For a convincing argument establishing that “democracy” and “republic” were used 

interchangeably in the debates over state constitutions during the early stages of the war 

for independence, see Willi Paul Adams, The First American Constitutions: Republican 

Ideology and the Making of the State Constitutions in the Revolutionary Era, trans. Rita 

Kimber and Robert Kimber, 2nd ed. (1973; Lanham, MD, 2001). Most historians 

emphasize the prevalence of “republic” and downplay the use of “democracy”; see for 

example Seth Cotlar, “Languages of Democracy in America from the Revolution to the 

Election of 1800,” and Adam I. P. Smith, “The ‘Fortunate Banner’: Languages of 

Democracy in the United States, c. 1848,” in Re-imagining Democracy in the Age of 

Revolutions: America, France, Britain, and Ireland 1750–1850, ed. Joanna Innes and 

Mark Philp (Oxford, 2013), 13–27 and 28–39. Smith points out on 29n4 that the online 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 194

directory of newspapers in the Library of Congress lists only twenty–nine newspapers 

with “Democrat” in the title and 342 with the variations on the name “Republican” for 

the period from 1790–1820. By the 1830–1860 period, 1,465 publications used some 

version of “Democratic” in their titles and 1,039 “Republican.” There is no doubt that 

usage varied from popular to elite publications, that it varied from Britain to America, 

and that it changed over time. But I see no reason to question Adams’s argument 

concerning the usage of the word democracy during the middle years of the 1770s, when 

Americans were writing their own constitutions and debating their new forms of non-

monarchical, non-aristocratic government.  

4. Earl of Clarendon to William Pym, January 27, 1766; “Humphrey Ploughjogger” to 

Philanthrop, ante 5 January 1767; “U” to the Boston Gazette, July 18, 1763, in The 

Papers of John Adams, ed. Robert Taylor, 17 vols. to date (Cambridge, MA, 1977–) 

1:167–68, 179, 71; and see the discussions of Adams as either the friend of the common 

man or an aspiring aristocrat in Gordon S. Wood, The Radicalism of the American 

Revolution (New York, 1992), 27, 237–38. On George Hewes, see Alfred F. Young, The 

Shoemaker and the Tea Party: Memory and the American Revolution (Boston, 1999); and 

Alfred F. Young,  “Revolution in Boston? Eight Propositions for Public History on the 

Freedom Trail,” Public Historian 25, no. 2 (Spring 2003): 17–41. 

5. Andrew Burnaby, Travels through the Middle Settlements in North America…, 2nd ed. 

(London, 1775), 86, 118, 122. A discussion of this account opens the fine essay by 

Michael A. McDonnell, “The Struggle Within: Colonial Politics on the Eve of 

Independence,” in The Oxford Handbook of the American Revolution, ed. Edward Gray 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 195

and Jane Kamensky (New York, 2013), 103–20. John Adams, Diary and Autobiography 

of John Adams, ed. Lyman H. Butterfield et al., 4 vols. (Cambridge, MA, 1961), 2:107. 

6. Benjamin Franklin to William Franklin, Journal of Negotiations in London, March 22, 

1775, in The Papers of Benjamin Franklin, ed.  Leonard Labaree et al., 41 vols. to date 

(New Haven, 1959–), 21:582–83. Compare the discussions of this incident in Gordon 

Wood, The Americanization of Benjamin Franklin (New York, 2004), 147–51; and 

Edmund S. Morgan, Benjamin Franklin (New Haven, 2002), 214–19. On July 5, 1775, in 

a draft of a letter addressed to his lifelong friend William Strahan, Franklin cleverly 

registered his disillusionment: “You are a Member of Parliament, and one of that 

Majority which has doomed my Country to Destruction. You have begun to burn our 

Towns, and murder our People. Look upon your Hands! They are stained with the Blood 

of your Relations! You and I were long Friends: You are now my Enemy, and I am, 

Yours, B. Franklin.” See Franklin, Papers 22:85. Franklin never mailed this celebrated 

letter, which he displayed to some of his Philadelphia friends only to convince them he 

had decisively renounced mother England. See Wood, Americanization, 155–58. 

7. John Adams to Isaac Smith, June 1, 1776, in The Works of John Adams, ed. Charles 

Francis Adams, 10 vols. (Boston, 1850–56), 9:584. 

8. Adams to James Warren, June 1, 1776, in Works 9:339. 

9. Adams, Autobiography, in Works 3:16. 

10. Adams, Autobiography, in Works 3:45; Adams to Abigail Adams, May 17, 1776, in 

Adams Family Correspondence, ed. L. H. Butterfield et al., 12 vols. to date (Cambridge, 

MA, 1963–), 1:110. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 196

11. Gordon Wood, in The Creation of the American Republic, 1776–1787 (1969; Chapel 

Hill, 1998), contends that Adams’s Thoughts on Government was “the most influential 

pamphlet in the early constitution-writing period” (203). Although an aged and 

disgruntled Adams later made even more exaggerated claims for its significance, it did 

play a decisive role in shaping American constitutionalism. See Diary and 

Autobiography, 3:358; and for the context of its writing, 331–32. 

12. John Adams, “Thoughts on Government,” in Adams, The Revolutionary Writings of John 

Adams, ed. C. Bradley Thompson (Indianapolis, 2000), 293. Adams wrote, “In New 

England the Thoughts on Government will be disdained because they are not popular 

enough; in the Southern colonies they will be despised and dissected because too 

popular.”  

13. Thomas Paine, Common Sense (1776), in Paine, Collected Writings, ed. Eric Foner (New 

York, 1995), 52–53. 

14. Paine, Common Sense, 12–15. On Paine’s familiarity with Milton and Sidney, see 

Caroline Robbins, “The Lifelong Education of Thomas Paine (1737–1809): Some 

Reflections upon His Acquaintance among Books,” Proceedings of the American 

Philosophical Society 127 (1983): 135–42. On the issue of Hebraic republicanism and its 

role in the rise of anti-monarchical republican exclusivism, a strand distinct from the 
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in the colonies of loyalty to the principle of hierarchy, and above all to the King. On this 

dimension of American culture, see Brendan McConville, The King’s Three Faces: The 

Rise and Fall of Royal America, 1688–1776 (Chapel Hill, 2007), a reminder that not all 
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For a well-balanced discussion of this tension, see Gordon Wood, The Radicalism of the 

American Revolution, 215–25, 243–70. 

18. See the discussion of Wilson’s Considerations in chapter 6 above. 
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honors essay, Harvard University, 2006).  



NOTES TO CHAPTER 8 239

24. Madison to William Bradford, January 24, 1774, in Writings, 5–6, 7; Madison to William 

Bradford, September 25, 1773, in PJM 1:96; Madison to William Bradford, April 1, 

1774, in Writings, 8, 9. On Witherspoon’s engagement with Locke’s Essay on Toleration, 
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Revolutionary Characters: What Made the Founders Different (New York, 2006), 173–

202. On uses of Adams’s Defence at the Constitutional Convention and in the ratification 

debates, see Darren Staloff, Hamilton, Adams, Jefferson: The Politics of Enlightenment 

and the American Founding (New York, 2005), 194–96. For the clearest statement of 

Adams’s eerily prescient prediction of the course that the French Revolution would take, 

see the first volume of his Defence, written almost two years before the outbreak of the 

Revolution, in Works 4:406; and see the discussion in Thompson, 95–96, 103–5, and 

especially 175–76. The immediate reception of Adams’s Defence was hardly as negative 
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Morris argued that Senators “should have great personal property” so that “the 

aristocratic spirit” could pervade the Senate. “It must love to lord it thro’ pride, pride is 
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Constitution include Akhil Amar, America’s Constitution: A Biography (New York, 

2006); Rakove, Original Meanings; Beeman, Plain, Honest Men; and Heideking, The 
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62. Jefferson to Adams, August 30, 1787, in Writings, 906–9; George Mason to George 
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1787 Reported by James Madison, ed. Adrienne Koch (Athens, OH, 1966), 28–33. 
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68. See Bruce H. Mann, Republic of Debtors: Bankruptcy in the Age of American 

Independence (Cambridge, MA, 2002), on the tangled webs of borrowing that ensnared 
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the humblest farmers to the richest financiers, many, perhaps even most, Americans in 

the mid-1780s both owed and lent money. There was plenty of ambition, and plenty of 

injustice, to go around. Madison’s speech of June 6, 1787, is in Notes of Debates, 75–77, 

and in Writings, 92–93. I will return to Madison’s phrases “the democratic form of 
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government” and the “inconveniences of democracy” when examining his celebrated 

argument in Federalist 10 in chapter 10 below. On Madison’s experience at the 

Convention, and the ways in which he changed his own positions in response to others’ 

arguments even as he remained committed to a democratic procedure as the best 

guarantee of his ideals of liberty and justice, see Rakove, Original Meanings; and 

Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty, 111–91, which also contains a masterful discussion 

of the vast secondary literature on the Constitutional Convention. Alan Gibson, 

Interpreting the Founding: Guide to the Enduring Debates over the Origins and 

Foundations of the American Republic (Lawrence, KS, 2006), is a more recent attempt to 

provide a well balanced overview of these contentious debates. 

70. Forest McDonald, in Novus Ordo Seclorum: The Intellectual Origins of the Constitution 

(Lawrence, KS, 1985), 205–9, argues that only thirty-one of Madison’s seventy-one 

specific proposals made it into the Constitution. It can be argued that the Supreme Court 

ended up playing a role similar to that Madison envisioned for the national government 

vis-à-vis state legislatures, but the delegates to the convention had no idea how crucial 

these justices, appointed for life, would prove to be; in 1787 no one knew how judicial 

review would operate. I am grateful to Michael Klarman for stimulating conversation on 

this point. See also Max M. Edling, “A More Perfect Union: The Framing and 

Ratification of the Constitution,” in Kamensky and Gray, The Oxford Handbook of the 

American Revolution, 396–97.  

71. Mason in Farrand, Records 2:94; Gerry in Farrand, Records 2:114; Wilson in Farrand, 

Records 2:103. The ultimate resolution of this conundrum, the electoral college, was 

almost an afterthought, and it did not take long—the contested election of 1800—for 
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evidence to emerge showing just how poorly thought-out was the Convention’s scheme. 

On the presidency and the electoral college, see Rakove, Original Meanings, 244–68. 

72. Hamilton in Farrand, Records 1:146. For Butler’s remarks, see Notes of Debates, 63. 

Hamilton’s speech of June 18, 1787, in Notes of Debates, 129–39, shows the chasm 

dividing his approach to government from Madison’s and Wilson’s, and indeed from 

those of almost all the other delegates at the Convention. The belief that Madison and 

Hamilton were like-minded because they agreed to collaborate on the Federalist is 

difficult to sustain in light of Madison’s speech on June 6 and Hamilton’s twelve days 

later. Theirs was a strategic alliance for the sole purpose of achieving ratification of the 

Constitution. Both before and after that brief moment of cooperation, their distinctly 

different sensibilities were apparent in their writings and their activities. Hamilton’s role 

at the Convention has been the subject of spirited debate. His call on June 18 for life 

tenure for the president and senators might actually have been calculated to generate 

support for the more moderate plan advanced by the Virginians. Moreover, because the 

rest of the New York delegation had already left Philadelphia, Hamilton’s decision to 

return home at the end of June is easier to understand: New York lacked a quorum and 

thus no longer had a vote in the proceedings.   

73. Although George Read of Delaware wanted to replace the Articles of Confederation, he 

announced that the Delaware delegation was under strict instructions to oppose any plan 

that deviated from equal representation of each state. Delaware’s John Dickinson, who 

had trained Wilson in the law and was among the architects of the Articles of 

Confederation, and Roger Sherman from Connecticut argued that the Convention needed 

to recognize the importance of the states as states, an argument with the force of tradition 
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on its side. Farrand, Records 3:574–75; and see the discussion of the debates over this 

issue in the first Continental Congress in chapter 7 above. 

74. Madison’s July 9 speech is in Writings, 101–8. The record does not show how many 

delegates were still awake when Madison finished his exhaustive and exhausting history 

of the world’s experiments in confederation. Although I have emphasized the importance 

of Madison’s commitment to popular sovereignty in the Constitutional Convention, it is 

worth noting that he proposed a nine-year term for Senators, a dramatic departure from 

the annual elections in state legislatures. As he made clear in his letter to Caleb Wallace, 

he thought a longer term appropriate for an upper house designed to provide stability and 

temper the rashness he thought state legislatures had shown during the mid-1780s. 

75. The notorious three-fifths clause has often been taken to indicate the triumph of the South 

over the North, but it might just as easily be seen, as indeed it was seen by Frederick 

Douglass and others, as a defeat for the South. Don Fehrenbacher, The Slaveholding 

Republic: An Account of the United States Government’s Relations to Slavery (New 

York, 2001), points out that the alternative to the three-fifths compromise under 

discussion in 1787 was to count slaves as full persons for the purposes of apportioning 

representatives, just as women and children were counted, an outcome that would have 

increased substantially the number of congressional representatives from southern states. 

76. Wilson compared the proposed Senate to the most rotten of England’s notorious rotten 

boroughs; both he and Madison tried to show how unlikely was the feared alliance among 

large states. Madison trotted out even more historical examples to show how often large 

provinces and regions—from the cases of Rome and Carthage to those of France and 

England—had torn each other apart instead of uniting to dominate their smaller and 
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weaker neighbors. Above all, however, both emphasized the injustice of the scheme, its 

betrayal of majority rule and “the just principle of representation,” as Wilson put it. Are 

we designing a Constitution “for men,” Wilson asked, “or for the imaginary beings called 

States?” Would Americans accept such “metaphysical distinctions? Will they, ought they 

to be satisfied with being told that the one third compose the great number of States? The 

rule of suffrage ought on every principle to be the same in the 2nd as in the 1st branch.” 

Wilson’s speech of June 30, 1787, is in Notes of Debates, 220–22. 

77. Farrand, Records 1:197–98. 

78. Madison viewed the result as a far more bitter defeat than his loss of the national veto 

over state legislation, and many commentators have traced his later alignment with 

Jefferson and other southerners on the issue of states’ rights to his disillusionment with 

small-state delegations from the North who opposed him in Philadelphia. For Wilson’s 

major speeches relating to these issues, see Madison, Notes on Debates, 208, 220–22, 

226, 295; and for Madison’s, 204–8, 213–15, 223–25, 228, 239–40, 263, 292–95, and 

Madison, Writings, 108–27. An enormous amount has been written on the subject of 

Madison’s nationalism, and the issues are complex and difficult to resolve. Of the 

available interpretations, I find most convincing the developmental approach offered in 

Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty, 138–64. See also the fine essay by Gordon Wood, 

“Is There a ‘James Madison Problem’?” in Wood, Revolutionary Characters: What Made 

the Founders Different (New York, 2006), in which he subtly revises his earlier 

interpretation in Creation of the American Republic of Madison’s role at the Convention. 

79. Some delegates thought the decision should be left to the states, since their practices were 

hardly uniform, and, as Wilson pointed out, it would be “very hard & disagreeable for the 
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same persons at the same time, to vote for representatives in the State Legislature and to 

be excluded from a vote for those in the National Legislature.” In ten states, to cite just 

one example of such diversity, free blacks enjoyed the right to vote. In New Jersey, 

women had already been voting for over a decade. Gouverneur Morris urged the 

Convention to act responsibly by setting a minimum standard for the franchise; some 

delegates advocated limiting the vote to taxpayers, others to those owning property. But 

Mason observed that “eight or nine states have extended the right of suffrage beyond the 

freeholders.” What would those people say, he asked, “if they should be disfranchised”? 

In a frequently quoted speech, Madison replied that “the right of suffrage is certainly one 

of the fundamental articles of republican government.” He was opposed to leaving the 

decision up to the state legislatures: that had been the “mode in which Aristocracies have 

been built on the ruins of popular forms.” Moreover, he shared Mason’s concern about 

the reaction in states in which “the right was now exercised by every description of 

people.” On the other hand, he was not oblivious to the problems identified by those who 

worried about a very broad franchise. The dangers already signaled by scattered agrarian 

revolts were no mirage. Suppose, he suggested, that in the future “a great majority of the 

people” might be not only “without landed, but any other sort of, property.” Such people 

might ally with each other, “in which case, the rights of property & the public liberty, 

will not be secure in their hands.” More likely, though, Madison concluded on the basis 

of his study of ancient and modern history, the propertyless would “become the tools of 

opulence and ambition, in which case there will be equal danger on the other side,” with 

bribery and corruption of the sort common in England the likely result. See Sean Wilentz, 

The Rise of American Democracy: Jefferson to Lincoln (New York, 2005), 806n39; and 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 8 259

Rosemarie Zagarri, Revolutionary Backlash: Women and Politics in the Early American 

Republic (Philadelphia, 2007), 30–48. 

80. Only Delaware voted in favor of Gouvernor Morris’s proposal to limit the franchise; the 

Maryland delegation was divided. All the other states, including Virginia and 

Pennsylvania, voted no. See Notes of Debates, 401–5. For Madison’s reflections on the 

learning that occurred during the debates, see Farrand, Records 3:455. See also the 

discussion of this issue in Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty, 112, 139, 146, and 170–

71. 

81. Madison, Writings, 93. 

82. Jefferson, Notes on the State of Virginia, in Writings, 263–64. 

83. Jefferson, Notes on the State of Virginia, 288–89. 

84. Adams to Jefferson, May 22, 1785, in Papers of Thomas Jefferson 8:160. 

85. See Davis, Inhuman Bondage, 144. The most recent attempt to make sense of Madison’s 

views on slavery is Andrew Burstein and Nancy Isenberg, Madison and Jefferson (New 

York, 2010); see especially 631–40 for their well-balanced assessment. In 1791 Madison 

made preliminary notes for an essay demonstrating the incompatibility of slavery and 

democracy. He never published it. His notes for that proposed National Gazette essay are 

in PJM 14:163–64.  

86. The idea of the three-fifths ratio, proposed by the slave-owning delegates from South 

Carolina, appeared originally in 1783, when delegates to the Confederation Congress 

were wrangling over whether each state’s payments to the central government should be 

proportional to that state’s wealth. Because it was estimated that a slave produced 

roughly 60 percent of the economic value of a free laborer, it was proposed that each 
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slave should be counted as three-fifths of a person when calculating that state’s 

contribution. Although the scheme was never enacted, the ratio stuck in the minds of 

those who convened in Philadelphia four years later. At the Constitutional Convention, 

the alternatives to considering each slave as three-fifths of a person when calculating the 

population of slave states included counting each slave as a person—one who would 

enjoy no vote or other rights of citizenship—which would have given the South a 

decisive advantage in the House of Representatives, or not counting slaves at all, which 

delegates from the deep South said would cause them to abandon the Convention. Thus a 

notion initially concocted for one purpose, determining the revenues owed by states to the 

impoverished central government, was resurrected for another, and it served as one minor 

piece in complex negotiations between North and South that postponed for seventy-five 

years the nation’s ultimate reckoning with the issue of slavery. When that reckoning 

came, it ripped apart the union woven by the delegates to the Constitutional Convention. 

87. Madison, Writings, 93. 

88. Dickinson’s entry in his notebook is in James H. Hutson, Supplement to Max Farrand’s 

“The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787” (New Haven, 1987), 158. For brief 

accounts of the twists and turns on the way to the three-fifths compromise and northern 

as well as southern delegates’ refusal to face the issue of slavery, see Beeman, Plain, 

Honest Men, 152–59, 200–25; and Amar, America’s Constitution, 87–98. See also Paul 

Finkelman, “Slavery and the Constitutional Convention: Making a Covenant with 

Death,” in Beyond Confederation: Origins of the Constitution and American National 

Identity, ed. Richard R. Beeman (Chapel Hill, 1987), 188–225; David Waldstreicher, 

Slavery’s Constitution: From Revolution to Ratification (New York, 2009); and George 
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Van Cleve, A Slaveholders’ Union: Slavery, Politics, and the Constitution in the Early 

American Republic (Chicago, 2010). 

89. In Gouverneur Morris’s words, “The rights of human nature and the principles of our 

holy religion loudly call on us to dispense the blessing of freedom to all mankind.” 

Gouverneur Morris in Farrand, Records 2:221–23; see also James Kirschke, Gouverneur 

Morris: Author, Statesman, and Man of the World (New York, 2005), 62. On the 

economic dimensions of antislavery in the North, see the arguments advanced by David 

Brion Davis, Thomas Haskell, and John Ashworth in The Antislavery Debate: Capitalism 

and Abolitionism as a Problem in Historical Interpretation, ed. Thomas Bender 

(Berkeley, 1992). 

90. At the Convention, Mason echoed Jefferson’s lament: slavery had “the most pernicious 

effect” on “the manners” of every white southerner, who “is born a petty tyrant” and 

learns to “despise labor.” Mason in Farrand, Records 2:370; see also Helen Hill Miller, 

George Mason, Gentleman Revolutionary (Chapel Hill, 1975), 55–56; and see the 

discussion of Mason and slavery in chapter 7 above. 

91. Hendrik Hartog, “The Constitution of Aspiration and ‘The Rights That Belong to Us 

All,’” Journal of American History 74, no. 3 (December 1987): 1013–34, remains a 

valuable meditation on the double-sided character of the Constitution. Hartog exposes not 

only its limitations, as seen from the perspective of fifteen historians writing on the 

occasion of its bicentennial, but also the role of the Constitution in establishing rights not 

only as trumps but also as “a duty on public authority to undo—to destroy—the structures 

that maintain hierarchy and oppression”; in other words, to fulfill the democratic promise 

it established for the nation. Recent discussions of these issues include Davis, Inhuman 
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Bondage; Heideking, The Constitution before the Judgment Seat; Waldstreicher, 

Slavery’s Constitution; and Laura F. Edwards, “The Contradictions of Democracy in 

American Institutions and Practices,” in Re-imagining Democracy in the Age of 

Revolutions, ed. Joanna Innes and Mark Philp (Oxford, 2013), 40-56. 
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Chapter 9 

1. Also laboring on the final draft was Gouverneur Morris, Madison’s and James Wilson’s 

closest associate at the convention and the likeliest author of the ringing preamble that 

located the power of the Constitution in the people themselves rather than the states. For 

an energetic defense of the proposition that the preamble establishes the fundamental 

democratic commitments of the Constitution, see Akhil Amar, America’s Constitution: A 

Biography (New York, 2005), 5–10, 57–69. 

2. Much of the controversy surrounding Madison’s position has come from critics who 

disagree with his analysis of politics. Those who believe politics is about nothing but 

self-interest, whether from the right or the left, either distort Madison’s position in order 

to enlist him into their ranks or dismiss him as an apologist for antidemocratic 

conspiracies he never joined. The best antidotes to such analyses are the most thorough 

recent studies of Madison’s role in these years: Jack N. Rakove, Original Meanings: 

Politics and Ideas in the Making of the Constitution (New York, 1996); and Lance 

Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty: James Madison and the Founding of the New 

Republic (Ithaca, 1995). 

3. Madison to Jefferson, October 24, 1787, in Madison, Writings, ed. Jack Rakove (New 

York, 1999), 142–58. 

4. [Alexander Hamilton], The Farmer Refuted (1775), 6. Wilson quoted in Gordon S. 

Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, 1776–1787 (1969; Chapel Hill, 1998), 

271, 536. 

5. Jefferson to Madison, December 30, 1787, in Jefferson, Writings, ed. Merrill D. Peterson 

(New York, 1984), 914–18. In an earlier letter to Adams, Jefferson complained primarily 
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about the office of the presidency, which he described as a “bad edition of a Polish king.” 

The fact that the president could be re-elected to successive four-year terms meant, 

Jefferson feared, that he would be “an officer for life.” Jefferson to Adams, November 

13, 1787, in Writings, 912–14.  

6. See Bernard Bailyn, ed., Debates on the Constitution: Federalist and Antifederalist 

Speeches, Articles, and Letters During the Struggle over Ratification, 2 vols. (New York, 

1993) (hereafter DOTC): vol. 1, Debates in the Press and in Private Correspondence, 

September 17, 1787–January 12, 1788; and Debates in the State Ratifying Conventions, 

Pennsylvania, November 20–December 15, 1787; Connecticut, January 3–9, 1788; 

Massachusetts, January 9–February 7, 1788; and vol. 2, Debates in the Press and in 

Private Correspondence, January 14–August 9, 1788; and Debates in the State Ratifying 

Conventions, South Carolina, May 12–24, 1788; Virginia, June 2–27, 1788; New York, 

June 17–July 26, 1788; North Carolina, July 21–August 4, 1788. On this point see 

Bailyn’s explanation in 1:1049. 

7. Less than six weeks after the convention closed, the Constitution had been reprinted in 

every newspaper in the United States. Robert A. Rutland, “The Great Newspaper Debate: 

The Constitutional Crisis of 1787–1788,” Proceedings of the American Antiquarian 

Society 97 (1987): 47. 

8. In other words, despite my agreement with Robert A. Dahl’s argument in How 

Democratic Is the American Constitution? (New Haven, 2002) concerning the 

document’s shortcomings from our perspective, considering it historically I share Akhil 

Amar’s judgment in America’s Constitution that the Constitution advanced the cause of 

popular government and provided the framework for future democratization, a process 
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that can, at least in principle, continue as long as the United States exists. That is an 

essential feature of democracy. 

9. Several dichotomies have been used to characterize the differences between those in 

favor and those opposed to ratification—including liberal vs. republican, Court vs. 

Country, cosmopolitan vs. local, conservative vs. radical, forward-thinking vs. tradition-

bound, and, perhaps most common of all, elites vs. the common people—but none of 

those binaries captures the range of individuals involved or opinions expressed between 

the fall of 1787 and the summer of 1788. A few wealthy supporters of the Constitution, 

such as Alexander Hamilton and Robert Morris, did aim to build a powerful fiscal-

military nation-state, tightly controlled by an elite of financiers and merchants and firmly 

committed to stable credit, a standing army, and centralized government. The most 

detailed account of these Federalists’ interest in establishing a nation capable of raising 

men and money for military adventures is Max M. Edling, A Revolution in Favor of 

Government: Origins of the U. S. Constitution and the Making of the American State 

(Oxford, 2003). He builds on arguments advanced by European historians and historical 

sociologists, including those in Charles Tilly, ed., The Formation of National States in 

Western Europe (Princeton, 1975); Tilly, Capital, Coercion and European States, AD 

990–1990 (Oxford, 1990); and for Britain, John Brewer, The Sinews of Power: War, 

Money and the English State, 1688–1783 (London, 1989). Although my analysis of the 

ratification debate focuses on democracy, Edling’s analysis makes clear that some 

Federalists—although certainly not Madison, which helps explain why he later split from 

Hamilton—were more interested in fiscal-military state formation than in establishing 

institutions of representative democracy. The most implacable opponents of the 
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Constitution, including those drawn toward the separatist movements that had developed 

in the western regions of Virginia, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, New York, and 

Massachusetts in the 1780s, were wary of all government beyond their own communities. 

Some radical proponents of local control, who thought even the Articles of Confederation 

threatened community autonomy, judged any increase in national authority incompatible 

with their ideas of democracy. The most thorough account of the range of Antifederalist 

ideas is Saul Cornell, The Other Founders: Anti-Federalism and the Dissenting Tradition 

in America, 1788–1828 (Chapel Hill, 1999).   

10. George Turner to Winthrop Sargent, November 6, 1787, and John Breckinridge to James 

Breckinridge, January 25, 1788, in Merrill Jensen, John P. Kaminski, and Gaspare J. 

Sardino et al., eds., The Documentary History of the Ratification of the Constitution, 30 

vols. (Madison, 1976–) (hereafter DHRC), 13:565–66; 8:320–21. 

11. “William Penn,” Independent Gazetteer (Philadelphia), January 2 and 3, 1788, in The 

Complete Anti-Federalist, ed. Herbert Storing, 7 vols. (Chicago, 1963–81), 3:168–73. 

Like Madison, Penn believed that the wisdom necessary for constitution writing was 

already contained in the “book of constitutions of the different states,” which “reflects 

such a mass of light as would have dazzled the greatest philosophers of antiquity. After 

the holy scriptures, it is certainly that book which contains the greatest store of eternal 

truths” concerning “the nature of government.” He singled out the Massachusetts 

Constitution, which showed how much American thinking deviated from that of Locke 

and Sidney. Penn endorsed Adams’s idea of “a social compact by which the whole 

people covenants with each citizen, and each citizen with the whole people, that all shall 

be governed by certain laws for the common good.” On the shared assumptions of 
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Antifederalists and Federalists, see Herbert Storing, What the Antifederalists Were For 

(Chicago, 1981), 5; and Edling, A Revolution in Favor of Government, 31–32. Note that 

this emphasis on a shared commitment to democracy does not deny the existence of deep 

social and economic conflicts, which surely predated and persisted after the ratification 

debates. But spirited disputes over the rules of the game presumed a shared commitment 

to the principle that the people must consent to those rules. 

12. For the full range of Antifederalist essays, see Debates on the Constitution, which 

depends, as does all scholarship on the ratification process, on The Documentary History 

of the Ratification of the Constitution; The Complete Anti-Federalist; and The Founders’ 

Constitution, ed. Philip B. Kurland and Ralph Lerner, 5 vols. (Chicago, 1987). A splendid 

one-volume account of the ratification process containing essays on each state is Michael 

Allen Gillespie and Michael Lienisch, eds., Ratifying the Constitution (Lawrence, KS, 

1987). The most recent comprehensive account of these debates is Pauline Maier, 

Ratification: The People Debate the Constitution, 1787–1788 (New York, 2010). 

13. Rawlins Lowndes, Debates Which Arose in the House of Representatives of South 

Carolina on the Constitution Framed for the United States by a Convention of Delegates 

Assembled at Philadelphia, in DOTC 2:19–25. 

14. Patrick Henry’s speech in the Virginia Convention, June 11, 1787, in DHRC 9:1161. 

15. George Mason’s speech in the Virginia Convention, June 17, 1788, in DHRC 10:1342. 

16. Brutus III [Robert Yates?], November 15, 1787, in DOTC 1:317–23. 

17. Benjamin Gale’s speech in the Killingworth town meeting, November 12, 1787, in 

DHRC 3:421; Carlisle Gazette, March 5, 1788. The Massachusetts Centinel observed 

that northerners thought “that in the new Constitution, the southern states have 
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preeminence,” whereas southerners thought “in all things the eastern states out-wit and 

unhinge us.” Because the complaints balanced out, the Constitution was deemed fair by 

many commentators. DHRC 4:419. 

18. On these divisions, see Cornell, The Other Founders. Cornell’s convincing demonstration 

of the diversity of the Antifederalists and their arguments shows why it is no longer 

plausible to treat the Antifederalists as if they expressed a unified sensibility. This is one 

of the few arguments in Wood’s Creation of the American Republic with which I 

disagree. On 475–84, Wood concedes that the Antifederalists included a wide range of 

individuals, including some as wealthy as any Federalists. Nevertheless, he concludes on 

485 that the “quarrel” over the Constitution “was fundamentally one between aristocracy 

and democracy.” I do not believe the evidence sustains that judgment. Wood’s own more 

recent writings suggest that he too would moderate that claim. See notes 47 and 78 to 

chapter 8 above. On this issue, cf. the contrasting accounts of Antifederalism in Sean 

Wilentz, The Rise of American Democracy: Jefferson to Lincoln (New York, 2005), 31–

37; Jürgen Heideking, The Constitution before the Judgment Seat: The Prehistory and 

Ratification of the American Constitution, 1787–1791, ed. John P. Kaminski and Richard 

Leffler (1988; Charlottesville, 2012), 105–33; and Maier, Ratification, 82–95. Another 

interpretation, particularly influential among political theorists, that treats the Federalists’ 

arguments as aristocratic rather than democratic is Bernard Manin, The Principles of 

Representative Government (Cambridge, 1997). Manin considers the use of election 

inevitably aristocratic and only the reliance on lotteries as properly democratic, a 

judgment that does not appear to have been shared by anyone in eighteenth-century 

America. For similar discussions of the debates between Federalists and Antifederalists 
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that treat the opponents of the Constitution as democrats and its supporters as an 

aristocracy, see Russell Hanson, The Democratic Imagination in America: Conversations 

with Our Past (Princeton, 1985); John Dunn, Democracy: A History (New Yorks, 2005); 

and the editor’s introduction to a widely read edition of Alexander Hamilton, James 

Madison, and John Jay, with the Letters of Brutus, The Federalist, ed. Terence Ball 

(Cambridge, 2003). Questioning this widespread understanding of the Federalists, 

particularly Madison and Wilson, is among the principal goals of this chapter.    

19. Centinel complained that the Constitution provided no bill of rights, unlimited power to 

tax, the possibility of a standing army, a Supreme Court accountable to no one, and, 

worst of all, a bicameral legislature that departed from the wise precedent of 

Pennsylvania’s unicameral popular assembly. Writing in the shrill voice of warning, 

Centinel railed against a Senate that would shelter “the better sort, the well born” and 

nurture “a permanent ARISTOCRACY.” Centinel I appeared in Philadelphia’s 

Independent Gazetteer on October 5, 1787; it is reprinted in DOTC 1:52–62. Although 

John Adams’s Defence played little part in the debates at the Constitutional Convention, 

it figured more prominently in the debates afterward—particularly for the Antifederalists. 

Adams had justified bicameralism by warning that the popular assembly needed to be 

checked by another institutional brake, and his claim that the British Constitution most 

nearly approached the desired balance had Antifederalists salivating. With its “hereditary 

nobility, and real distinctions of rank,” Centinel shrieked, Britain exemplified the society 

for which a Senate would be appropriate. Another Antifederalist, John Humble, 

denounced “John Adams, Esquire,” whose “profundity” helped convince the delegates 

that only “a new government consisting of three different branches, namely, king, lords, 
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and commons, or in the American language, president, senate, and representatives, can 

save this our country from inevitable destruction.” Centinel and John Humble aligned 

themselves instead with the cause of “the low born, that is, all the people of the United 

States” except for the few aristocrats conniving to end self-government. John Humble 

concluded his essay on a note familiar from the rough music of pre-revolutionary 

pamphlets: “we shall in future be perfectly contented if our tongues be left us to lick the 

feet of our well born masters.” Centinel in DOTC 1:55–57; the essay by John Humble 

appeared in the Independent Gazetteer (Philadelphia) on October 29, 1787, and is 

reprinted in DOTC 1:224–26. 

20. Melancton Smith in the New York Ratifying Convention, June 21, 1788, in DOTC, 

2:761; Rusticus, New York Journal, September 13, 1787. 

21. Cato Uticensis [George Mason?], “To the Freemen of Virginia,” Virginia Independent 

Chronicle (Richmond), October 17, 1787, in DHRC 8:70–72. 

22. One of the most comprehensive, and widely reprinted, Antifederalist tracts provides an 

excellent summation of their objections. See “The Address and Reasons of Dissent of the 

Minority of the Convention of the State of Pennsylvania to their Constituents,” in DOTC 

1:526–52. On the relation between this document, probably written by Samuel Bryan and 

reprinted in many newspapers in the North and the South, and the multiple Federalist 

responses it evoked, see Bailyn’s note in DOTC 1:1168; and cf. Cornell, The Other 

Founders, 26–34, 309.  

23. [James Winthrop], “Agrippa Letters,” in Essays on the Constitution of the United States, 

ed. Paul L. Ford et al. (1892; New York, 1970), 73. 
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24. “William Penn,” Independent Gazetteer (Philadelphia), January 2 and 3, 1788, in Storing, 

The Complete Anti–Federalist 3:168–73. 

25. “An Old Whig” [James Hutchinson], Independent Gazetteer (Philadephia): no. 4, 

October 27, 1787; no. 5, November 1, 1787; and no. 8, February 6, 1788, in Storing, The 

Complete Anti–Federalist 3:32–34, 35, 49.  

26. The rifts among the Antifederalists showed the accuracy of Madison’s analysis 

concerning cross-cutting cleavages on the basis of religion, economics, geography, and 

cultural tradition.  Many Antifederalists worried about the absence of religious tests in the 

Constitution. How could non-Christians be expected to behave honestly? Others 

disagreed about commerce. Were yeoman farmers uniquely attuned to the needs of 

democratic citizenship, or were merchants and commercial farmers better able to grasp 

the public good because they were engaged in wider social and economic networks? 

Antifederalist writers gave varying answers, with backwoodsmen trumpeting their unique 

qualities, small-town traders protesting that gluttonous elites would gobble up their 

places, and well-to-do southern planters skeptical about their slaves and their own 

security. Mercy Otis Warren was among the many Americans anxious about both 

excessive democracy and excessive aristocracy. On the one hand, she fumed about those 

who would reject all authority “like a restless, vigorous, luxurious youth, prematurely 

emancipated from the authority of a parent, but without the experience necessary to direct 

him to act with dignity or discretion.” On the other, she denounced the new constitution 

as the work of those who “secretly wish for aristocracy” instead of “a form established on 

the secure principles of republicanism.” A Columbian Patriot [Mercy Otis Warren], 
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Observations on the new Constitution, and on the foederal and state conventions (New 

York, 1788), 20–21. 

27. Brutus I in DOTC 1:172. 

28. Federal Farmer I in DOTC 1: 253; Melancton Smith in DOTC 2:759. 

29. Cincinnatus in DOTC 1:119. 

30. Federal Farmer flatly rejected the idea that the people would remain sovereign in the 

Constitution. Since power “must be lodged somewhere in every society,” it would 

gravitate toward the executive and his “aristocratical” associates in the Senate. Federal 

Farmer noted, as had Wilson and Madison, that the Senate betrayed the principle of 

“equal representation” by giving the same power to Delaware as to Pennsylvania. He 

explained why “nine times in ten, men of elevated classes in the community only can be 

chosen” for Congress. If a state such as Connecticut were to elect five Representatives, 

then “not one man in a hundred of those who form the democratic branch in the state 

legislature, will on a fair computation, be one of the five” chosen. “The people of this 

country, in one sense, may all be democratic,” Federal Farmer observed. Yet “if we make 

the proper distinction between the few men of wealth and abilities, and consider them, as 

we ought, as the natural aristocracy of the country, and the great body of the people, the 

middle and lower classes, as the democracy, this federal representative branch will have 

but very little democracy in it.” Whether in the House of Representatives or in the even 

more exclusive Senate, the result would be the same: only the wealthy would be elected. 

Federal Farmer conceded that given the differences between the large and small states, 

and between the “Eastern, Middle, and Southern states,” compromises were necessary. 

He admitted that it was “impracticable” to “get the senate formed on any other 
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principles” than those established in the Constitution. “But this only proves,” he 

concluded, “that we cannot form one general government on equal and just principles.” If 

power did not remain lodged in the state governments, it would be abused. The nation 

was too vast, the distance between the people and the central government too great, and 

the differences between the northern and southern sections too profound to prevent the 

“consolidated” federal government from devolving into tyranny. The authorship of this 

widely read pamphlet, published with the title Observations Leading to a Fair 

Examination of the System of Government Proposed by the Late Convention: and to 

Several Essential and Necessary Alterations in It. In a Number of Letters from the 

Federal Farmer to the Republican, remains unknown. Contemporaries thought it was the 

work of Richard Henry Lee; more recent scholars have proposed New Yorker Melancton 

Smith. It is published in DOTC 1:245–88; and see also Bailyn’s editorial note, with 

assessments of its importance from Hamilton and others, on 1155–56.  

31. Federal Farmer, Observations, 249–69, 277–83. Even the most influential of the 

Antifederalists’ writings, including those of Federal Farmer and Brutus, were seldom 

reprinted. The complete set of letters by Federal Farmer, for example, was republished 

only in the Country Journal of Poughkeepsie, New York, although the forty-page 

pamphlet version went through multiple printings. See Maier, Ratification, 82–86. 

32. Smith’s reasoning echoed Madison’s as well as Federal Farmer’s: “the interest of both 

the rich and the poor are involved in that of the middling class. No burden can be laid on 

the poor, but what will sensibly affect the middling class. Any law rendering property 

insecure, would be injurious to them.” Those in the middle shared the universal interest, 

which united almost all Federalists and Antifederalists, in economic growth and 
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expanding commerce. Middling men saw how quickly status could change in America, 

and they could understand those above and below them, which broadened their 

sensibilities and helped engender wider sympathies throughout society. “When therefore 

this class of society pursue their own interest, they promote that of the public, for it is 

involved in it.” Melancton Smith in the New York Ratifying Convention, June 21, 1788, 

in DOTC 2:757–65, 773–75. 

33. On middling Antifederalists such as Federal Farmer, Philadelphiensis, Smith, Findley, 

Bryan, and John Nicholson, see Cornell, The Other Founders, 97–99, 148–50, 180–87, 

and 191–94; on the differences between them and plebeian Antifederalists such as 

William Petriken and William Manning, see 46–47, 84, 107–9, and 187. 

34. Even the Federalists with the least sympathy for “the people” conceded that the decision 

was theirs. Harvard graduate Fisher Ames of Massachusetts, who notoriously declared 

that “a democracy is a volcano” that “conceals the fiery materials of its own destruction,” 

acknowledged that “the people always mean right,” and “if time is allowed for reflection 

and information, they will do right.” In any case, “all power resides” in their judgment 

because by choosing delegates to the state ratifying conventions, the American people 

would decide whether the Constitution best secured the foundations of their democracy. 

Fisher Ames, speech in the Massachusetts Ratifying Convention, January 15, 1788, in 

DOTC 2:891–95. On the pervasiveness of negative arguments in the debates, particularly 

those in which Federalists tried to refute their opponents’ claims, see Herbert J. Storing, 

“The ‘Other’ Federalist Papers: A Preliminary Sketch,” Political Science Reviewer 6 

(1976): 215; Bernard Bailyn, “The Ideological Fulfillment of the American Revolution: 

A Commentary on the Constitution,” in Faces of Revolution: Personalities and Themes 
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in the Struggle for American Independence (New York, 1990), 225–67; and Edling, A 

Revolution in Favor of Government, 31–46. 

35. James Wilson, Lectures on Law, Delivered in the College of Philadelphia, in 1790 and 

1791, in Collected Works of James Wilson, ed. Kermit L. Hall and Mark David Hall, 2 

vols. (Indianapolis, 2007), 1:432. 

36. For that reason, Wilson claimed, the absence of a bill of rights made no difference: “it 

would have been superfluous and absurd to have stipulated with a foederal body of our 

own creation, that we should enjoy those privileges, of which we are not divested either 

by the intention or the act, that has brought that body into existence.” “Wilson’s Speech 

at a Public Meeting,” October 6, 1787, in DOTC 1:63–69. 

37. “Wilson’s Speech.” On 1142, Bailyn describes this now little-known speech as “the 

single most influential and widely cited document in the entire ratification debate.” By 

the end of 1787, it had been printed in thirty-four newspapers, in twenty-seven towns, 

scattered across twelve states. The importance of the speech, according to Bailyn, 

stemmed from its claim that “the people retain all powers not explicitly given to the 

government,” an argument that he does not trace to Rousseau, but that I believe Wilson 

did. Rakove, in Original Meanings, 190, describes Wilson’s October 6, 1787, speech as 

“no rhetorical sleight of hand but a logical outgrowth of the underlying democratic theory 

that he had applied to the entire corpus of issues the Convention faced.” Seth Cotlar 

disputes these assessments of the significance of Wilson’s ideas in “Languages of 

Democracy in America from the Revolution to the Election of 1800,” in Re-imagining 

Democracy in the Age of Revolutions: America, France, Britain, Ireland, 1750–1850, ed. 

Joanna Innes and Mark Philp (Oxford, 2013), 18. On Wilson as one of the few Americans 
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who studied Rousseau seriously, see Paul Merrill Spurlin, Rousseau in America, 1760–

1809 (University, AL, 1969). Like Adams, Wilson owned the 1764 London edition of 

The Social Contract translated by William Kenrick. See also Garry Wills, “James 

Wilson’s New Meaning for Sovereignty,” in Conceptual Change and the Constitution, 

ed. Terence Ball and J. G. A. Pocock (Lawrence, KS, 1988), 99–106. 

38. Wilson’s preferred term for citizens’ freedom to follow the general will hearkened back 

to a word familiar to seventeenth-century Puritans, “Foederal liberty,” which “consists in 

the aggregate of the civil liberty which is surrendered by each state to the national 

government.” The principles operating in society, “with respect to the rights reserved or 

resigned by the individuals that compose it, will justly apply in the case of a 

confederation of distinct and Independent States” joining together to form a union. In 

such a federal system, sovereign power “remains and flourishes with the people,” and it is 

“under the influence of that truth,” Wilson declared, that “we, at this moment, sit, 

deliberate, and speak.” America’s democracy would reach decisions not by armed 

conflict, as other nations had done, but through the deliberative “means of obtaining a 

superior knowledge of the nature of government, and of accomplishing its end.” Wilson’s 

“great panacea of human politics” was Rousseau’s: “the supreme power, therefore, 

should be vested in the people,” who retain the power to alter their government as they 

see fit, not only by choosing their representatives but because they preserve the power of 

amendment. “Wilson’s Opening Address,” November 24, 1787, is in DOTC 1:791–803. 

39. William Findley challenged Wilson’s logic at the Pennsylvania Ratifying Convention, 

reasoning that officers in the federal government would maximize their power at the 

expense of the states and the people. Wilson replied that if they exceeded their authority, 
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they would be checked not by state or local institutions but by the irresistible force of the 

people themselves. “When I say the majesty of the people,” Wilson intoned, “I mean the 

thing and not a mere compliment.” Wilson emphasized how direct the popular control 

over the new government would be: “I have no idea that a safe system of power, in the 

government, sufficient to manage the general interest of the United States, could be 

drawn from any other source, or rested in any other authority than that of the people at 

large,” which he called “the rock on which this structure will stand.” The notion that 

Wilson envisioned a pristine, unchanging body of laws that would preserve forever a 

“pyramid” of government untouched by time is hard to square with Wilson’s portrait of a 

dynamic and constantly engaged public that would vote, oversee, and revise the laws by 

which it was governed. “Wilson’s Replies to Findley,” first on the federal authority, 

December 1, 1787, and then on the slave trade, December 3, 1787, in which he admitted 

that he would have preferred to take much stronger steps than were possible at the 

Convention to outlaw the institution, are in DOTC 1:820–28, 829–30. 

40. Distinctive as Wilson’s rhetoric was, he and Madison were hardly alone in emphasizing 

the democratic dimensions of the Constitution. Writing as “Americanus” in the New York 

Daily Advertiser only a few days after Wilson’s first public speech, Federalist John 

Stevens Jr. distinguished the United States from the European nations that inspired Locke 

and Montesquieu. Whereas Spartan civic virtue turned rival states into “nests of hornets,” 

in the United States “the gusts of passion, which faction is ever blowing up in ‘a small 

territory,’” will “lose their force before they reach the seat of Federal Government.” By 

forming “mutual checks on each other,” the layers and branches of government will 

foster a spirit of moderation. “Representation is the grand secret in the formation of 
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republican government,” Stevens later wrote, because it transforms self-interest into a 

vision of the public good. November 2 and December 5–6, 1787, in DOTC 1:227–30, 

457–64. 

41. The town of Norwich instructed those it sent to the ratifying convention only to act “as 

their wisdom shall direct.” Norfolk empowered its delegates to “act as they think best.” In 

the town of Wingham, “after a very able and lengthy discussion of the subject” and two 

decisions to adjourn, a substantial majority of voters decided they should not make a 

decision: “as the proposed Constitution was to be determined on by a state Convention, it 

was not proper for this town to pass any vote on the subject.” See DHRC 3:405–51, and 

cf. Maier, Ratification, 134–36, whose assessment of the evidence differs from mine. She 

writes that only those towns that instructed their delegates how to vote “took their 

responsibility literally” and implies that the others meekly followed the advice of 

Federalists by deciding, in her words, that “the subject was beyond the capacities of 

ordinary people to understand” (135). By contrast, I think these Connecticut towns 

understood the spirit of representative democracy. They selected the delegates whose 

judgment they trusted, authorized them to participate in the give and take of debate, and 

then advised them to use their best judgment when the time came to vote. Maier notes 

that even some of the delegates instructed to oppose ratification nevertheless decided to 

vote for it. Debates about whether representatives are dependent on or independent of 

their constituencies are as old as democracy; neither position should be understood as the 

only genuinely democratic choice. When the issue was debated after the Constitution was 

ratified and instructing representatives was proposed as one of the amendments that 

became the bill of rights, it was defeated. See also Donald Lutz, “Connecticut: Achieving 
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Consent and Securing Control,” in Gillespie and Lienisch, Ratifying the Constitution, 

117–37.  

42. Roger Sherman, August 15, 1789, in Annals of Congress 1789, 763. 

43. Anyone familiar with debate, Fisher Ames and Noah Webster argued, understands how 

ideas can change in that crucible. Had the delegates to the Constitutional Convention 

been under binding instructions, Ames pointed out, the document would never have been 

written. Fisher Ames, speech at the Massachusetts Ratifying Convention, January 15, 

1787, in DOTC 1:891–95. For a similar argument concerning representative democracy, 

see Giles Hickory [Noah Webster], American Magazine, February 1788, in DOTC 2:304–

15.  

44. James Innes, speech in the Virginia Ratifying Convention, in DHRC 10:1520; Edmund 

Randolph in DHRC 10:1366; John Jay, speech in the New York Ratifying Convention, in 

DOTC 2:784–88. 

45. For Archibald Maclaine’s challenge to instructing delegates, see Publicola, “An Address 

to the Freemen of North Carolina,” in DHRC 16:438–39; James Iredell, speech in the 

North Carolina Ratifying Convention, in Jonathan Elliot, ed., The Debates in the Several 

State Conventions, on the Adoption of the Federal Constitution, 5 vols. (Philadelphia, 

1907), 4:4–13. See also the excellent discussion of this issue in William E. Nelson, 

“Reason and Compromise in the Adoption of the Constitution, 1787–1801,” William and 

Mary Quarterly, 3rd ser. 44 (1987): 458–84; and Edling, A Revolution in Favor of 

Government, 18–24. Some scholars doubt the sincerity of such calls for deliberation and 

the efficacy of debate. Pauline Maier, for example, questions whether any of these texts 

or speeches changed anyone’s mind. Such bracing tough-mindedness might be self-



NOTES TO CHAPTER 9 280

defeating: why do historians write books if not to change readers’ minds? See for 

example her discussion of Maclaine, Iredell, and their Antifederalist opponents in North 

Carolina in Ratification, 401–23. 

46. John Adams, when looking for an exemplary ancient lawgiver as he wrote his draft of the 

Massachusetts Constitution, chose the Athenian Solon, who also served as the model for 

Adam Smith. Hamilton, Jay, and Madison made good their intentions to remain engaged 

in public life for the remainder of their lives. 

47. Even though later commentators inflated the significance of the Federalist beyond its 

influence at the time, understanding its historical significance remains indispensable. 

Unlike most careful works of political philosophy, these essays addressed first principles 

either fleetingly or not at all. Most of the essays present debaters’ points intended to 

respond to specific claims by their opponents. Only by ripping the Federalist from its 

historical context can it be seen, as commentators seem increasingly inclined to do—and 

as the Supreme Court has tended more and more to do in recent years—as an 

authoritative statement of the meaning of the United States Constitution. On this point, 

see above all Rakove, Original Meanings; Bernard Bailyn, “The Federalist Papers,” A 

Bradley Lectures Publication (Washington, 1998); and Banning, The Sacred Fire of 

Liberty, 195–233. 

48. The authorship of individual essays has remained a vexed question since the essays’ 

original publication. Madison and Hamilton both later claimed to have written some of 

the essays. Even though recent scholarship has resolved most of these disputes, the 

persistence of disagreements about who wrote which essays indicates clearly how 

conscious the authors were of making a consistent argument that masked their deep 
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differences. On this question of authorship, see the introduction to the most informative 

and reliable edition of the Federalist, ed. Jacob Cooke (Middletown, CT, 1961), xi–xxx. 

49. Hamilton writing as Publius, Federalist I, October 27, 1787, ed. Cooke, 3–7. This essay 

first appeared in The Independent Journal and was reprinted after a couple of days, as 

were most of the essays, in The New-York Packet and the Daily Advertiser. 

50. On the theme of union in the new nation, see Daniel Wewers, “The Spectre of Disunion 

in the Early Republic, 1783–1815” (unpub. Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 2008). 

51. Hamilton writing as Publius, Federalist 9, November 21, 1787, ed. Cooke, 50–56. 

52. Primarily because of the layers of polemic that now surround it, the task of understanding 

Federalist 10 historically becomes ever more challenging. If, as one of the characters in 

David Lodge’s novel Small World observes, we cannot avoid the influence of T. S. Eliot 

on Shakespeare, we likewise cannot avoid the influence of two centuries of commentary 

on Madison.  

53. The most detailed and persuasive accounts of the reasons for Madison’s judgment on this 

complex question, which critics think shows his fear of popular sentiment, are Rakove, 

Original Meanings; and Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty. 

54. More than a century of sophisticated analysis of class formation challenging Marx’s 

framework, from Jean Jaurès to Dipesh Chakrabarty, has failed shake the certainty of 

American historians still committed to the idea that “the people,” conceived as a unitary 

force with shared interests and aspirations, lost their battle against “the elite” during the 

1780s. On the reasoning of Marx’s early critics, see James T. Kloppenberg, Uncertain 

Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in European and American Thought, 

1870–1920 (New York, 1986); and on the rethinking of Marx’s legacy for post-colonial 
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and subaltern studies, see Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial 

Thought and Historical Difference (Princeton, 2000); and Robert J. C. Young, White 

Mythologies (1990; New York, 2004). 

55. See the discussion of Adams and Paine on pp. 383–85 above. Writing about the 

Federalist late in his life, Adams discerned the peculiar nature of the attempt to 

differentiate between a “democracy” and a “republic” in Federalist 10: The “distinction 

between a republic and a democracy cannot be justified. A democracy is as really a 

republic as an oak is a tree, or a temple a building. There are, in strictness of speech and 

in the soundest technical language, democratical and aristocratical republics, as well as an 

infinite variety of mixtures of both.” Adams understood that the two terms were 

employed more or less interchangeably throughout the 1770s and 1780s to designate 

forms of popular government in contradistinction to monarchy, with different shadings 

depending on the circumstances in which, and the purposes for which, the terms were 

used. Adams contended, sensibly enough, that the apparently hard and fast distinction in 

Federalist 10 was inconsistent with common practice in 1787. John Adams to J. H. 

Tiffany, March 31, 1819, in The Works of John Adams, ed. Charles Francis Adams, 10 

vols. (Boston, 1850–56), 10:377–78.  

56. Whatever the source of faction, a charismatic demagogue, devotion to a religious sect, or 

an economic campaign such as “a rage for paper money, for an abolition of debts,” or 

“for an equal division of property, or for any other improper or wicked project,” its 

effects could best be checked through the institutions of representative government and 

the extended sphere of the great republic. Madison surely did oppose both the radical 

transformation of the money supply and the equalization of wealth, as did almost all 
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eighteenth-century Americans. The ban on states issuing paper money and canceling 

contracts was adopted by the delegates in Philadelphia with little debate. But Madison’s 

repeated references to religious zealots and scheming party leaders were not 

smokescreens; they expressed genuine concerns with the obstacles posed by enthusiasm 

to deliberation. Terry Bouton, who stresses the fears expressed by ordinary people 

concerning the machinations of the wealthy, concedes in Taming Democracy: “The 

People,” the Founders, and the Troubled Ending of the American Revolution (New York, 

2007), 107–8, that there was no support in the United States for an agrarian law or the 

radical equalization of wealth. Most Americans embraced the principle of equal 

opportunity, at least for white males, and even the majority who saw excessive wealth as 

a threat to democracy did not oppose the efforts of ordinary people to make themselves 

more prosperous through honest effort. The idea of progressive taxation, an idea 

advanced by John Adams, Jefferson, Madison, Paine, and many others, represented the 

horizon of eighteenth-century American egalitarianism.  

57. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 10, November 22, 1787, ed. Cook, 56–65. The 

commentary on this essay is enormous and continues to grow. An influential early 

critique of the 1950s liberal pluralist interpretation is Paul Bourke, “The Pluralist 

Reading of James Madison’s Tenth Federalist,” Perspectives in American History 9 

(1975): 271–95. Readings of Federalist 10 that I have found particularly helpful include 

Marvin Meyers, whose introduction to The Mind of the Founder: Sources of the Political 

Thought of James Madison, rev. ed. (1971; Waltham, MA, 1981), xi–xvvii, first sparked 

my interest in Madison as a theorist of justice, and with whom I had the good fortune to 

discuss Madison for many years; Gordon Wood, “Is There a ‘James Madison Problem’?” 
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in Wood, Revolutionary Characters, 141–72, which represents a rethinking of his 

influential argument about “the Federalist persuasion” in Creation of the American 

Republic; David F. Epstein, The Political Theory of “The Federalist” (Chicago, 1984), 

esp. 68–72; Colleen Sheehan, “The Politics of Public Opinion,” William and Mary 

Quarterly 49 (October 1989): 609–29; Colleen Sheehan, “Madison and the French 

Enlightenment: The Authority of Public Opinion,” William and Mary Quarterly 59 

(2002): 925–56, although we differ in our readings of Rousseau; and Daniel Walker 

Howe, Making the American Self: Jonathan Edwards to Abraham Lincoln (Cambridge, 

MA, 1997), 78–103. Above all I am indebted to Banning, The Sacred Fire of Liberty, 

198–219, who stresses Madison’s dual emphasis on popular participation and the 

preservation of liberty. In his discussion of the Federalist, Banning offers not only an 

incisive analysis of Madison’s own developing, dynamic ideas but a clear and fair-

minded guide to the voluminous critical debates from Charles Beard through Robert Dahl 

to Martin Diamond, Irving Brant, and Gordon Wood. Madison’s distinction between 

democracy and republic, although it originated only in Federalist 10, rapidly became 

common among Americans who had not previously differentiated between the two, as 

indeed Madison himself did not prior to November of 1787. On this broader 

transformation, see for example Willi Paul Adams, The First American Constitutions: 

Republican Ideology and the Making of the State Constitutions in the Revolutionary Era, 

trans. Rita Kimber and Robert Kimber, 2nd ed. (1973; Lanham, MD, 2001), 110–14; and 

cf. J. G. A. Pocock, Virtue, Commerce, and History: Essays on Political Thought and 

History, Chiefly in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1985), 16. Ever since Douglas 

Adair, “‘That Politics May be Reduced to a Science’: David Hume, James Madison, and 



NOTES TO CHAPTER 9 285

the Tenth Federalist,” Huntington Library Quarterly 20 (1957): 343–60, commentators 

have debated Madison’s debt to Hume’s essays, notably “Of the Independency of 

Parliament,” “Of Parties in General,” and “On the Idea of a Commonwealth.” Hume did 

indeed discuss the advantages of an extended republic, but so did other writers from 

Aristotle to Harrington, as I have tried to make clear in chapters 1 through 6. See 

especially Aristotle, Politics 1281a42–1281b10; Nicomachean Ethics 1140b7–11; the 

discussion of Hume on pp. 235-42 above; and the discussion of Montesquieu on pp. 198-

204 above. Recent scholars have tended to minimize the extent of Madison’s debt to 

Hume. See Drew McCoy, The Last of the Fathers: James Madison and the Republican 

Legacy (Cambridge, MA, 1989), 42–51. The idea of an extended republic likewise 

figured prominently in the writings of Algernon Sidney, with whose work Madison was 

also familiar. See Craig Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in 

England and America (Princeton, 1991), 202–3; and J. R. Pole, Political Representation 

in England and the Origins of the American Republic (1966; Berkeley, 1971), 16. Given 

Madison’s resistance to Hume’s moral psychology and his greater affinity with the ideas 

of Scottish common sense philosophy, it makes more sense to align him with Hutcheson, 

Reid, or Adam Smith. On that issue, see Henry F. May, The Enlightenment in America 

(New York, 1976), 119–120; Peter Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics: An Essay in 

Historiographic Revision (Cambridge, 1978), 146–63, 178–80; and Emma Rothschild, 

Economic Sentiments: Adam Smith, Condorcet, and the Enlightenment (Cambridge, 

2001), 232. 

58. Readers did not even know that Federalist 10 was Madison’s first appearance as Publius, 

nor did they seem to find its arguments any more compelling than those of numbers 1 
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through 8. Those essays focused on the importance of unity in face of the multiple threats 

facing the new nation, threats from European powers, threats from the wilderness and the 

Indians it contained, and threats from each other if they were to split apart. Madison’s 

penetrating analysis of faction and his sophisticated case for deliberative democracy seem 

to have left his contemporaries underwhelmed. Strikingly, Publius himself lost interest in 

them for a while. Other issues loomed larger.   

59. See Amar, America’s Constitution. 

60. Particularly pertinent to the history of democracy were some of Madison’s other early 

contributions to the Federalist, which helped secure ratification of the Constitution—and 

later, when the first party division appeared in the 1790s, allowed partisans to read back 

into his contributions to the Federalist preferences and prophesies inconsistent with 

Madison’s deepest convictions. Madison was self-consciously engaged in a strategic 

project. As the first essays of the Federalist were appearing in print, he emphasized in a 

letter that he was not writing political philosophy. As in Philadelphia, the Federalists had 

to keep their eyes on the target. “If any Constitution is to be established by deliberation 

and choice,” Madison wrote to Archibald Stuart on October 30, 1787, “it must be 

examined with many allowances and must be compared, not with the theory which each 

individual may frame in his own mind, but with the system which it is meant to take the 

place of and with any other which there might be a probability of obtaining.” Much as he 

might have enjoyed writing a Republic, a Utopia, an Oceana, or a Social Contract, he 

had a different objective, and in Federalist 10 and 14 he threw himself into it.  

Wilson delivered his great Rousseauvian oration at the Pennsylvania Ratifying 

Convention just two days after Madison’s Federalist 10 was published. Given Wilson’s 
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explicit endorsement of Rousseau and the already noted parallels between Wilson’s 

arguments and Madison’s, only the stubborn insistence that Madison must have meant 

something different from Rousseau has blinded commentators to the similarities between 

his idea of a public good emerging from the deliberation of representatives and 

Rousseau’s conception of the general will. Given the distinction that Madison and 

Hamilton had sketched in Federalist 9 and 10, Madison now had to establish the point 

that Wilson had made so powerfully in Pennsylvania. Replying to Antifederalists who 

worried that those elected to the United States Congress would be too remote from the 

people, Madison insisted in Federalist 14, his first contribution after Wilson’s 

intervention in Pennsylvania, that their foes’ objections foundered on two crucial 

considerations, the principle of popular sovereignty and the practice of representation. 

Echoing Wilson’s arguments at the Ratifying Convention, Madison insisted that the 

entire American political system, from towns through states to the federal government, 

was founded on the principle of popular government. The anxiety about a state within a 

state, imperium in imperio, was baseless. All organs of government in the United States 

stood on a common, but unprecedented, foundation, the will of the people. Expressing 

themselves through elections at every level of government, the American people 

authorized the exercise of power by those they had chosen. The power remained with 

them, and they could use it whenever they saw fit by replacing one set of elected 

representatives with another.  

That principle of popular sovereignty had been operating already for more than 

thirteen years. Against claims that representatives would be too aloof, or too distant from 

the concerns of local politics, Madison invoked Americans’ experience during the war 
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for independence and under the Articles of Confederation, first with the Continental 

Congress and then with the Confederation Congress. Under the Constitution, the federal 

government would continue as before. Representatives would be elected to local, state, 

and national office to do the work appropriate to their positions, the work they were 

authorized by the voters to do. Although Madison and Hamilton had now adopted the 

term “republic” for this system of representative government and confined the use of 

“democracy” to small polities in which all citizens could gather and deliberate together, 

the Constitution they were defending in those terms was the same one Wilson had 

defended so eloquently and convincingly in Pennsylvania as “purely democratical.” Just 

as Wilson had insisted that the purpose of deliberation was to broaden the sensibilities of 

the representatives so that they might come to understand the “welfare of the whole” 

rather than the narrow interests of a part, and had offered Madison’s principle of 

enlarging the sphere as a means to that end, so had Madison reasoned in Federalist 10 

concerning the means to the end of justice. Likewise, Wilson had described “a chain of 

connection with the people”; Madison in Federalist 14 claimed for “America the merit of 

making the discovery” of representation as “the basis of unmixed”—i.e., non-

monarchical and non-aristocratic—“and extensive republics.” Their terminologies now 

differed. Their arguments did not. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 14, November 

30, 1787, ed. Cooke, 83–89; and cf. my discussion of Wilson at the Pennsylvania 

Ratifying Convention in chapter 9 above, where the echoes of Rousseau are clear. 

61. No philosophers had succeeded in distinguishing or defining the faculties of the mind, 

including “sense, perception, judgment, desire, volition, memory, imagination.” So it is 

no surprise that even greater “obscurity” clouds our understanding of the institutions such 
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mysterious creatures create. Nor is our language equal to the task. Ideally, ideas about 

political institutions “should be expressed by words distinctly and exclusively 

appropriated to them,” but instead we lack the words for the most complex and novel 

products of our imaginations. Madison’s summary expressed his awareness of the 

problems faced in Philadelphia by those who produced, and now faced by those who 

were deciding whether to ratify, the Constitution: “Here then are three sources of vague 

and incorrect definitions indistinctness of the object, imperfection of the organ of 

conception, inadequateness of the vehicle of ideas.” Although Madison offered no 

examples, his own creative substitution of “republic” for “democracy” would have 

provided an excellent illustration of his point. Given all these obstacles, he concluded, 

and given how seldom efforts to construct or reform existing constitutions have 

succeeded in history, the “real wonder” was not that the Constitution is flawed but that 

“so many difficulties should have been surmounted, and surmounted with a unanimity 

almost unprecedented.” It was a rare moment, Madison admitted. Achieving a better 

outcome at the end of the fractious and prolonged public debate over the Constitution 

would, he implied, be next to impossible. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 37, 

January 11, 1788, ed. Cooke, 231–39. On the epistemological grounds of Madison’s 

moderation, see the insightful discussion in Rakove, Original Meanings, 156–58. 

62. Franklin in Max Farrand, ed. The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, 3 vols. 

(New Haven, 1911), 2:641–43. In several later essays, Madison emphasized the principle 

of popular sovereignty: all government officials “are in fact but different agents and 

trustees of the people.” Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 39, January 16, 1788, ed. 

Cooke, 250–57; Federalist 45, January 26, 1788, ed. Cooke, 308–14; Federalist 46, 
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January 29, 1788, ed. Cooke, 315–23. The quotation comes from 315. State legislatures, 

unchecked by weak executives, represented a more serious danger because unbalanced 

governments, with all power concentrated in the legislative branch, had proved the most 

common source of despotism. Those who feared the Senate misunderstood its function in 

the structure of popular representative government. Rather than being constituted by 

members of a separate social order, the United States Senate would provide only another 

deliberative forum that would balance the House, represent each state equally, and 

provide greater stability because of the longer terms of office. The Constitution explicitly 

prohibited the creation of an aristocracy. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 48, 

February 1, 1788, ed. Cooke, 332–38. 

63. John Stevens Jr. writing as Americanus, New York Daily Advertiser, November 30, 1787, 

in DOTC 1:437–42. 

64. A Columbian Patriot [Mercy Otis Warren], Observations on the Constitution, February 

1788, in DOTC 2:284–303. At the end of 1788, reflecting on Jefferson’s suggestion that 

members of the upper house of the Virginia assembly serve only two-year terms, 

Madison defended the longer terms of U.S. Senators by decrying the “spirit of locality” 

that was developing in the state legislature as representatives focused too narrowly on the 

particular interests of their constituencies. That obsession with their own neighbors 

caused them to “lose sight of the aggregate interests of the community, and even to 

sacrifice them to the interests or prejudices of their respective constituents.” Whereas 

most Antifederalists believed that such close attention to local interests was the point of 

popular government, and agreed with Columbian Patriot that annual elections were the 

best guarantee of responsibility so conceived, Madison disagreed. Madison writing as 
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Publius, Federalist 62, February 27, 1788, ed. Cooke, 415–22; and Federalist 63, March 

1, 1788, ed. Cooke, 422–31. Madison’s “Observations on the ‘Draft for the Constitution 

for Virginia’” was his reply to the sketch in Jefferson’s Notes on the State of Virginia; it 

is in Madison, Writings, 409–18. On the emergence of the word and the concept of 

responsibility, see Thomas Haskell, Objectivity Is Not Neutrality: Explanatory Schemes 

in History (Baltimore, 1998), 282–84. 

65. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 55, February 13, 1788, ed. Cooke, 372–78. 

66. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 51, February 6, 1788, ed. Cooke, 347–53. 

67. A recent analysis that confirms this judgment is Wilentz, The Rise of American 

Democracy, 35–39. The people would have all the power in their hands, Madison 

observed, and even if they chose poorly sometimes, “motives of a more selfish nature” 

would motivate representatives, because the “restraint of frequent elections” meant that 

elected officials could not escape the judgment of their constituencies. All these 

provisions would tie the governors to the governed, creating “between them that 

communion of interests and sympathy of sentiments” that link representatives “with the 

great mass of the people” by “duty, gratitude, interest, ambition itself.” From the most 

generous benevolence to the narrowest self-interest, Madison found multiple reasons why 

representatives would pursue the general interest. Madison writing as Publius, Federalist 

57, February 19, 1788, ed. Cooke, 384–90. 

68. Federal Farmer, for example, concluded his first set of letters by underscoring his 

confidence that the “state conventions” would “examine coolly every article, clause, and 

word in the system proposed.” Because the “state conventions will probably consist of 

fifteen hundred or two thousand men of abilities, and versed in the science of 
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government, collected from all parts of the community and from all orders of men, it 

must be acknowledged that the weight of respectability will be in them.” He concluded 

that the delegates would represent “the solid sense and the real political character of the 

country.” Federal Farmer in DOTC 1:287, 285. The fullest analysis of the debates in the 

ratifying conventions is Maier, Ratification. See also Michael Allen Gillespie and 

Michael Lienesch, eds., Ratifying the Constitution (Lawrence, KS, 1989), and the 

massive collection on which all such studies depend, The Documentary History of the 

Ratification of the Constitution. 

69. Consider just one example. In New York, the state to which the essays in the Federalist 

were devoted, so much was printed in so many publications that a truly comprehensive 

analysis of all the primary sources may never be possible. See Cecil L. Embanks, “New 

York: Federalism and the Political Economy of the Union,” in the best overview of these 

debates, Ratifying the Constitution, ed. Gillespie and Lienisch, 334n2; Linda Grant 

DePauw, The Eleventh Pillar: New York State and the Federal Constitution (Ithaca, 

1966); John Kaminski, “New York: The Reluctant Pillar,” in The Reluctant Pillar: New 

York and the Adoption of the Federal Constitution, ed. Stephen L. Schechter (Troy, NY, 

1985), 48–117; and Isaac Kramnick, “The ‘Great National Discussion’: The Discourse of 

Politics in 1788,” William and Mary Quarterly 45, no. 1 (January 1988): 3–32.  

70. Wilson’s speech of December 11, 1787, in DOTC 1:832–68. According to John Fabian 

Witt, Wilson’s use of the image of the pyramid shows that he conceived of the 

Constitution as an ideal of timeless perfection, a conception consistent with J. G. A. 

Pocock’s argument concerning republican obsessions with timelessness. Elsewhere in the 

essay, however, Witt notes that other contemporaries interpreted the pyramids as symbols 
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of decay. Suggestive as such cultural analysis can be, it is complicated by the frequency 

with which particularly potent symbols are interpreted in multiple ways at any given time 

and over different eras. It is at least equally plausible to align Wilson’s use of the 

pyramid with the version of the symbol that eventually became part of the Great Seal of 

the United States, the 1782 image of an unfinished pyramid that was the work of 

Wilson’s friend Francis Hopkinson, an image that powerfully suggests that the work of 

building a democracy is never completed. See Witt, Patriots and Cosmopolitans: Hidden 

Histories of American Law (Cambridge, MA, 2007), 15–82.   

71. As the proceedings wound down to traded epithets and accusations, Smilie contended 

that because fewer than one-sixth of Pennsylvania’s electorate had voted in the selection 

of delegates, the unrepresented majority might take matters into its own hands if the 

convention endorsed a Constitution “the people” deemed despotic. Federalists, who held 

a two-to-one majority at the convention, howled at the charge and insisted that 

Pennsylvanians would not be swayed by the ranting of disgruntled losers. William 

Shippen to Thomas Lee Shippen, December 12, 1788, in DHRC 2:601. The documentary 

record manifests these partisan divisions, and historians’ accounts mirror the divisions. 

Cf. the strikingly discordant characterizations of the Pennsylvania ratifying convention 

and its aftermath in Bouton, Taming Democracy, 171–96; Beeman, Plain, Honest Men, 

375–82; Maier, Ratification, 99–120; George J. Graham, Jr., “Pennsylvania: 

Representation and the Meaning of Republicanism,” in Ratifying the Constitution, ed. 

Gillespie and Lienisch, 52–70; Saul Cornell, “Aristocracy Assailed: The Ideology of 

Backcountry Antifederalism,” Journal of American History 76 (March 1999): 1148–72; 

and cf. Cornell, The Other Founders, 109–18. 
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72. DHRC 5:995–1001; and see Maier, Ratification, 138–53. 

73. As Federalists had argued elsewhere, two-year terms made sense because it would take 

time to learn how to cope with the more complicated problems facing the entire nation. 

The South, they insisted, would simply never have accepted a Constitution that abolished 

slavery, and slavery would die when the supply of slaves was shut off. Finally the Senate, 

instead of serving as a breeding ground for aristocrats, simply registered the integrity of 

the state governments and guarded against excesses of popular passion.  

74. See Maier, Ratification, 138–213; and Michael Allen Gillespie, “Massachusetts: Creating 

Consensus,” in Gillespie and Lienisch, Ratifying the Constitution, 138–67. 

75. Also crucial was the Massachusetts Federalists’ earnest engagement with their opponents. 

The knew that the arrogance of Wilson and the Morrises had antagonized many 

delegates. Smith in DHRC 6:1510, 1514; Backus in DHRC 6:1215, 1224–26; and Maier, 

Ratification, 188–208. 

76. Jefferson to Madison, December 20, 1787, in Writings, 914–18. 

77. Madison’s initial objections to a declaration of rights stemmed from his judgment that 

rights were hopelessly vague, were impossible to enforce, and had proved ineffective in 

the states. For a detailed discussion of his changing ideas on this complex issue, see 

Rakove, Original Meanings, 290–338. 

78. Madison, “Speech in the Virginia Ratifying Convention on the Judicial Power,” June 20, 

1788, in Writings, 393–400. Its crucial significance is so widely accepted that it has 

become one of the most frequently quoted of all of Madison’s writings, in part at least 

because it illustrates so well the mingling of Christian, Scottish common sense, 
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republican, and liberal intellectual traditions. See James T. Kloppenberg, The Virtues of 

Liberalism (New York, 1998), 21–37. 

79. See, for example, “Melancton Smith Speaks in Support of Ratification without 

Condition,” July 23, 1787, DOTC 2: 852–53. 

80. Madison to Jefferson, October 17, 1788, in Writings, 418–23. After his election, Madison 

wrote letters to various Virginians explaining his new position. “Circumstances are now 

changed: The Constitution is established on the ratifications of eleven States and a very 

great majority of the people of America.” Given that context, “amendments, if pursued 

with a proper moderation and in a proper mode, will be not only safe, but may serve the 

double purpose of satisfying the minds of well meaning opponents, and of providing 

additional guards in favour of liberty.” Now, Madison wrote, “it is my sincere opinion 

that the Constitution ought to be revised,” and he described the revisions he had in mind. 

Securing “the rights of Conscience in the fullest latitude,” the goal he and Jefferson had 

struggled to achieve for more than a decade, stood at the top of the list, followed by 

“freedom of the press, trial by jury, security against general warrants, &c.” Madison to 

George Eve, January 2, 1789, in Writings, 427–28. 

81. Madison, “Speech in Congress Proposing Constitutional Amendments,” June 8, 1789, in 

Writings, 437–52. 

82. Madison, “Speech in Congress Proposing Constitutional Amendments,” 441–42. 

83. Madison, “Remarks in Congress on the ‘Most Valuable Amendment,’” in Writings, 470. 

On the Bill of Rights, see Helen E. Veit, Kenneth R. Bowling, and Charlene Bangs 

Bickford, eds., Creating the Bill of Rights: The Documentary Record from the First 

Federal Congress (Baltimore, 1991); and cf. Akhil Amar, The Bill of Rights: Creation 
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and Reconstruction (New Haven, 1998); Cass Sunstein, The Partial Constitution 

(Cambridge, MA, 1998); Donald S. Lutz, A Preface to American Political Theory 

(Lawrence, KS, 1993) 77–81; Calvin H. Johnson, Righteous Anger at the Wicked States: 

The Making of the Founders’ Constitution (Cambridge, 2005); Woody Holton, Unruly 

Americans and the Making of the Constitution (New York, 2007); and Terry Bouton, 

Taming Democracy: “The People,” the Founders, and the Troubled Ending of the 

American Revolution (Oxford, 2007). 

84. Widgery and Taylor in DHRC 6:1487–89; and cf. Maier, Ratification, 207–13; Beeman, 

Plain, Honest Men, 389–91; Edling, A Revolution in Favor of Government, 136; and 

Bouton, Taming Democracy, 216–56. 

85. The festivities were described in the Massachusetts Centinel, February 13, 1788, in 

DHRC 7:1623–27. Baltimore followed with a celebration “allamode de Boston” designed 

to outdo the New Englanders. According to Baltimore’s Maryland Journal, the 

procession attracted more than three thousand participants, again including “Farmers, 

Mechanics and Merchants, to form the most interesting Scene ever exhibited in this Part 

of the World.” The comprehensive array of workers, representing every occupation 

practiced in the state, was designed to demonstrate that, contrary to the Antifederalists’ 

rhetoric, “the people” were as pleased with the new Constitution as were those Federalists 

dubbed “aristocrats.” The report concluded by emphasizing the absence of any 

“unfortunate Accident” to mar the “most perfect Regularity, Order and Harmony,” 

precisely what the Constitution’s champions expected for the nation itself. The conflicts 

of the critical period would give way to the “warmest Feelings of Benevolence, 

Hospitality, and Friendship,” just as the scene after the parade showed “the Happiness of 
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each Order, the Happiness of each Individual, the Happiness of every Spectator,” all of 

which were “increased by the Consciousness of heightening the Felicity of others.” The 

Federalists’ coalition included merchants, bankers, and lawyers, but many farmers and an 

overwhelming majority of the nation’s urban artisans also saw in the plan the prospect of 

economic growth after a decade of stagnation and struggle. When those marching 

through the streets of Baltimore and “a prodigious Number of spectators” joined for a 

post-parade feast, the after-dinner toasts began with a rousing one to “The Majesty of the 

People.” Maryland Journal, May 6, 1788, DOTC 2:430–38. See also Edward 

Countryman, “The Creation of the United States: From Revolution to Ratification,” in 

What Did the Constitution Mean to Early Americans?, ed. Edward Countryman (Boston, 

1999), 17–23. 

86. The “Account of the Grand Federal Procession” appeared in three Philadelphia 

newspapers on July 9, 1788 and was later published as a pamphlet and in German 

translation. See DHRC 18:246–49. Excerpts from Wilson’s notes for his address are in 

DHRC 18:242–46. See also Laura Rigal, “‘Raising the Roof’: Authors, Spectators, and 

Artisans in the Grand Federal Procession of 1788,” Theatre Journal 48 (1996): 253–77; 

and Heideking, The Constitution before the Judgment Seat, 340–78.  

87. The toast by the Boston artisans’ committee was published in the Independent Chronicle 

(Boston), February 14, 1788, in DHRC 7:1630–31.The temptation to issue a final rebuke 

was too strong for one Massachusetts partisan to resist: now that the Constitution had 

been ratified, the word “federal” expresses “national honour, dignity, freedom, happiness, 

and every republican privilege,” whereas “anti-federalism” means only “anarchy, 

confusion, rebellion, treason, sacrilege, and rapine.” Massachusetts Gazette, January 18, 
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regalia along with the usual farmers and artisans, attracted twenty thousand spectators; 

even in the smaller city of Charleston, more than three thousand participated. A letter in 

the United States Chronicle concerning the festivities planned for July 4, 1788, explained 

that “it is therefore good Policy, and a sure Mark of Patriotism and public Virtue, to 

endeavour as much as possible that all Ranks and Orders of People should be pleased 

with, and should wish to support” the government of the new nation. The letter is quoted 

in Heideking, The Constitution before the Judgment Seat, 372.  

88. Benjamin Rush in DHRC 18:265. In the words of the Reverend Joseph Haven, Sermon 

Preached in Rochester, New Hampshire, November 27, 1788, “If wisdom, virtue, and 
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Jr., “Pennsylvania: Representation and the Meaning of Republicanism,” in Gillespie and 

Lienisch, Ratifying in the Constitution, 52–70; and Maier, Ratification, 100–1. 
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responsibility forced on representatives by regular elections, and the difference between 

“self denial” on the one hand and citizens’ “true interest and happiness” on the other. 
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Norton’s enthusiasm for American democracy. Developments in succeeding years 
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plunged him into pessimistic assessments of popular government nearly as bleak as that 

expressed by Francis Parkman in his diatribe “The Failure of Universal Suffrage,” North 

American Review, July–August 1878, 1–20.  

106. Daniel W. Hamilton, The Limits of Sovereignty: Property Confiscation in the Union and 

the Confederacy during the Civil War (Chicago, 2007). 

107. Mill to Norton, November 24, 1865, Norton Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard 

University. Daniel Farbman is writing a dissertation at Harvard on radical Republicans’ 

attempt to reorganize southern counties into townships, not only in order to provide the 

institutions, but also to inculcate the participatory sensibility of Tocqueville’s New 

England town. Like the Port Royal experiment, another radical attempt to plant 

democracy in the former Confederacy, the effort failed, but the attempt itself shows the 

persistence of the understanding of democracy that Tocqueville took from Jared Sparks 

and John Quincy Adams. 

108. Walt Whitman, “Democratic Vistas,” in Whitman, Complete Poetry and Collected Prose 

(New York, 1982). See also David S. Reynolds, Walt Whitman’s America: A Cultural 

Biography (New York, 1995), 476–84; and for the broader community of discourse, 

Butler, Critical Americans. 

109. On the relation between Mill and Tocqueville and Kant’s ideas of reason and right, see 

Jürgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a 

Category of Bourgeois Society, trans. Thomas Burger with the assistance of Frederick 

Lawrence (1962; Cambridge, MA, 1989), 89–140, which also reflects the debts 

Habermas owes to John Dewey. 

110. See Foner, Reconstruction, 604, 610, for persuasive formulations of this argument. 
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111. “He said to him, ‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your 

soul, and with all your mind.’ This is the greatest and first commandment. And a second 

is like it: ‘You shall love your neighbour as yourself.’ On these two commandments hang 

all the law and the prophets.’” Matthew 22: 37–40.  

112. “Be of the same mind, having the same love, being in full accord and of one mind. Do 

nothing from selfish ambition or conceit, but in humility regard others as better than 

yourselves. Let each of you look not to your own interests, but to the interests of others.” 

St. Paul to the Philippians 2:2–4.  

113. Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 689. More recently that relation has been reversed, 

with the result that the equality Tocqueville thought triumphant is in danger of vanishing 

from the democratic political imagination. Tocqueville’s insight concerning the ironies of 

freedom and democracy was hardly unique. Toward the end of Democracy in America 

(526), he attributed to Montaigne a clear understanding of the ironies of self-interest 

properly understood as it operates in conditions in which individuals can exercise 

independent judgment. Similar insights had also been expressed, in different keys, by 

thinkers as different as Condorcet, Hume, Adam Smith, and Napoleon. See the 

concluding pages of Emma Rothschild, Economic Sentiments: Adam Smith, Condorcet, 

and the Enlightenment (Cambridge, MA, 2001), 236–52. 


