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13 Publius on Monarchy

Eric Nelson

I

The eleven essays published by “Publius” between March 11 and April
4, 1787 jointly constitute the most famous defense of presidential
power in the American constitutional tradition. It is here that Alexan-
der Hamilton extols “energy in the executive,” along with the canon-
ical litany of “decision, activity, secrecy, and dispatch.” Such energy,
for Hamilton, requires “unity” in the chief magistracy, the focus and
coherence of a single mind (Fed. 70, 471-472). But it equally demands
“firmness” - a readiness to exert oneself in defense of the “constitu-
tional powers” of one’s office ~ which can only be expected from those
whose “duration in office” is sufficiently long. “It is a general principle
of human nature,” Hamilton explains, “that a man will be interested in
what he possesses, in proportion to the firmness or precariousness of
the tenure, by which he holds it.” Only a magistrate who regards his
office as truly his own will subject himself to danger or opprobrium in
order to secure the system of which it is a part — and this he must
routinely do. For while “it is a just observation that the people com-
monly intend the PUBLIC GOOD,” they do not, alas, always “reason
right about the means of promoting it.” An effective, energetic execu-
tive must accordingly wield his prerogatives to tame their episodic
folly; to “withstand the temporary delusion, in order to give them time
and opportunity for more cool and sedate reflection.” The republican
principle may require deference to “the deliberate sense of the commu-
nity,” but it “does not require an unqualified complaisance to every
sudden breeze of passion, or to every transient impulse which the
people may receive from the arts of men, who flatter their prejudices
to betray their interests” (Fed. 71, 481-82).
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These passages will be familiar to any student of American
politics and jurisprudence, but far less familiar is the broader argu-
ment of which they are a part. For Hamilton is not merely analyzing
“the proposed executive” in Federalist 67-77; he is, rather, offering a
distillation of his views on monarchical government in general, and
on the British monarchy in particular. Indeed, this series of essays has
deep roots in a text that Hamilton published years before the drafting
of the new federal Constitution.

In 1775, when he was still an undergraduate at King’s College in
New York, he took up his pen to answer an attack on the Continental
Congress that had been written by the Loyalist Samuel Seabury. The
Farmer Refuted, as Hamilton entitled his rejoinder, primarily
addressed itself to Seabury’s argument that Parliament, as the
supreme legislature of the British Empire, must naturally have juris-
diction over America. Seabury rested his case on a reputable under-
standing of the English constitution:

In every government, there must be a supreme absolute authority
lodged somewhere. In arbitrary governments this power is in the
monarch; in aristocratical governments, in the nobles; in
democratical in the people; or the deputies of their electing. Qur
own government being a mixture of all these kinds, the supreme
authority is vested in the King, Nobles and People, i.e. the King,
House of Lords and House of Commons elected by the people. This
supreme authority extends as far as the British dominions extend.
To suppose a part of the British dominions which is not subject to
the power of the British legislature, is no better sense than to
suppose a country, at one and the same time, to be and not to be a

part of the British dominions.!

“This argument,” Hamilton thundered in reply, “is the most specious
of any, the advocates for parliamentary supremacy are able to pro-
duce.”” In truth, the American colonies were not at all “subject to the
power of the British legislature,” but it did not follow from this fact
that they were not “British dominions.” The colonies were instead
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connected to Britain solely through “the person and prerogative of the
King.” The monarch alone “conjoins all these individual societies,
into one great body politic. He it is, that is to preserve their mutual
connexion and dependence, and make them all co-operate to one
common end the general good. His power is equal to the purpose,
and his interest binds him to the due prosecution of it.”® On this view,
Parliament had no more authority over British America than the
Massachusetts General Court enjoyed over Great Britain. “The sev-
eral parts of the empire, though, otherwise, independent on each
other, will all be dependent on” the crown.*

So far, Hamilton had not asserted anything remotely idiosyn-
cratic. By the late 1760s and early 1770s, most Patriot theorists had
embraced the view that the king alone wielded just authority over
America and that he should revive long defunct prerogatives of the
crown (among them the royal “negative,” or veto) in order to become
the “pervading” and “superintending” power of the empire. These
opposition leaders thereby committed themselves to a radical critique
of the eighteenth-century Whig constitutional consensus. The settle-
ment that followed the Glorious Revolution had definitively subjected
the king to Parliament, drastically curtailing his prerogatives and
recasting him as a pure “executive.” Those powers of state that legally
remained with the crown were no longer wielded by the person of the
king, but rather by ministers who were required to command a
parliamentary majority (and who themselves sat in one of the two
houses). Patriots were thus effectively proposing to turn back the clock
on the English constitution by over a hundred years - to separate the
king from his Parliament and his British ministers, and to install him as
an independent king and emperor, wielding prerogative powers that his
Hanoverian predecessors had never claimed.® The great Patriot com-
plaint, as Benjamin Franklin put it, was that the Lords and Commons
“have been long encroaching on the Rights of their and our Sovereign,
assuming too much of his Authority, and betraying his Interests.”°
Hamilton, however, went a good deal further in 1775. Virtually

every other Patriot theorist would have accepted in principle Seabury’s
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claim that, within Great Britain itself, “the supreme authority is
vested in the King, Nobles and People, i.e. the King, House of Lords
and House of Commons elected by the people.” They would have
dissented from Seabury only in insisting that the king also enjoyed an
independent political existence outside Parliament, by virtue of
which he wielded imperial authority over his American dominions —
and in asserting that the royal negative and other prerogative powers
still rightfully belonged to the king himself, rather than to a parlia-
mentary ministry. Hamilton, in contrast, flatly rejected the claim
that, under the English constitution, sovereign power is shared among
king, Lords, and Commons. Having initially accused Seabury merely
of “losing sight of that share which the King has in the sovereignty,
both of Great-Britain and America,”” he went on to make clear that,
in fact, the error runs deeper. If we wish to speak with “propriety,”
Hamilton observed, we will hold instead “that the King is the only
Sovereign of the empire. The part which the people have in the
legislature, may more justly be considered as a limitation of the
Sovereign authority, to prevent its being exercised in an oppressive
and despotic manner: Monarchy is universally allowed to predomin-
ate in the constitution.”®

It is difficult to overstate the radicalism of this claim. Hamil-
ton was endorsing a particularly strident variant of seventeenth-
century Royalist thought. Seabury, after all, was merely quoting
as doxa a claim about the character of the English constitution
that Charles I himself had introduced in the Answer to the
Nineteen Propositions (1642). In the course of defending the royal
negative and other prerogatives against the pretensions of the Com-
mons, Charles had famously characterized England as a “mixed

monarchy”:

There being three kinds of Government amongst men, Absolute
Monarchy, Aristocracy and Democracy, and all these having their
particular conveniencies and inconveniencies. The experience and

wisdom of your Ancestors hath so moulded this out of a mixture of
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these, as to give to this Kingdome (as farre as humane Prudence can
provide] the conveniencies of all three, without the
inconveniencies of any one, as long as the Balance hangs even
between the three Estates, and they run joyntly on in their proper
Chanell (begetting Verdure and Fertilitie in the Meadows on both
sides) and the overflowing of either on either side raise not deluge or
Inundation ... In this Kingdome the Laws are joyntly made by a
King, by a House of Peers, and by a House of Commons chosen by

the People, all having free Votes and particular priviledges.”

The most conservative Royalists of the 1640s, while agreeing that
England was a limited monarchy, objected that Charles had conceded
too much in this passage. As Henry Ferne put the complaint: while
it is true that the Lords and Commons must consent “to certain Acts
of Monarchical Power, and this makes a Mixture,” the two houses
technically “have no share in the very power, but concurre to the
exercise of it only.”!? The king, on this view, is not one of three
co-equal estates amongst which “the Balance hangs even”; rather
“the Prelates, Lords, and Commons are the three Estates of this King-
dome, under his Majesty as their Head.”!! The constitution places
salutary limits on the sovereign authority, but it does not divide that
authority among king, Lords, and Commons. The king is above the
estates of the realm, and he alone is sovereign.

It is this position that the young Hamilton endorses.'* There
is, on his account, only one sovereign in each of the personal domin-
ions of George III: the king himself. This power is not shared with the
legislature, either in Britain or its colonies. Rather, “the part which
the people have in the legislature, may more justly be considered as a
limitation of the Sovereign authority, to prevent its being exercised in
an oppressive and despotic manner.” The people rightfully play a
constitutional role in each dominion of the crown, but, pace Seabury,
they do not partake in any way of “the supreme authority.” For
Hamilton, monarchy “predominate[s] in the constitution,” and he

assures his reader that this axiom is “universally allowed.” In fact, it
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was allowed by almost no one in the eighteenth-century Atlantic
world. On the contrary, it was a high Royalist constitutional heresy.

In Hamilton’s juridical imagination, the crown was therefore
spectacularly powerful. As an empirical matter, however, he believed
that the monarchy had become lamentably weak in recent decades. In
this respect, he straightforwardly associated himself with a distinctive
view of English constitutional decline that we have come to know
(problematically) as “Tory.” The basic historical facts were not in
dispute. All agreed that no British monarch had vetoed a parliamen-
tary bill for generations (indeed most British Americans — including
Hamilton - believed, mistakenly, that no monarch had done so since
before 1688'2) and that the executive powers of the crown in relation
to war and peace, appointment to office, and the regulations of trade
had long been exercised, not by the king himself, but rather by minis-
ters who were required to maintain the support of a parliamentary
majority. Whigs explained these facts by asserting, counterintuitively,
that the crown had secured an iron grip on the legislature: it now used
patronage to obtain the support of a majority of MPs, with the result
that it invariably got its way in the Commons without employing the
negative. Likewise, the fact that the king allowed his ministers to
wield the prerogatives of the crown without interference demon-
strated, not that the will of the sovereign no longer held sway in these
areas of government, but rather that the Parliament to which the
ministry answered was filled with the monarch’s “creatures.”

But this “Country” or “real” Whig narrative of constitutional
decline had its committed opponents. Beginning in the 1730s, a series
of theorists began to argue that, in fact, the British monarchy had been
largely absorbed by the legislature - that it had become too weak, not
too strong. The most eloquent spokesman for this rival position was
David Hume. In his essay “Of the Independency of Parliament” (1742},
Hume announced that the latter-day Whigs had gotten things precisely
backwards. “The share of power, allotted by our constitution to the
house of commons,” he declared, “is so great, that it absolutely com-

mands all the other parts of government.”'* In particular, the practice of
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seeking the royal assent for parliamentary bills had become a mere
pantomime: “The king’s legislative power is plainly no proper check
to it [the House of Commons]. For though the king has a negative in
framing laws; yet this, in fact, is esteemed of so little moment, that
whatever is voted by the two houses, is always sure to pass into a law,
and the royal assent is little better than a form.”'® On this rival account,
no monarch had vetoed a bill in generations because no monarch would
dare to do so. Nor would any monarch attempt to wield the other
prerogatives of the crown without parliamentary approval.

But Hume’s proposed solution to “this paradox” of royal weak-
ness was unexpected. He did not suppose that the king could revive his
negative voice and other defunct prerogatives. Rather, he focused his
hopes on the patronage power of the crown.'® The unending crusade
of the Commons to subjugate the executive could be “restrained,”
Hume believed, by the self-interested behavior of individual legislators
seeking royal favor. “The crown has so many offices at its disposal,
that, when assisted by the honest and disinterested part of the House,
it will always command the resolutions of the whole, so far, at
least, as to preserve the ancient constitution from danger.” Others
may call this “influence” by “the invidious appellations of corruption
and dependence,” but in truth “some degree and some kind of it are
inseparable from the very nature of the constitution, and necessary
to the preservation of our mixed government.”” In a world of
unbridled parliamentary supremacy, patronage would have to replace
prerogative.

A great many Patriot theorists of the 1770s and 1780s came to
share Hume’s diagnosis of what had gone wrong with the English
constitution, but Hamilton was again virtually alone in embracing
Hume'’s remedy. While he had already quoted Hume extensively in
The Farmer Refuted, it was in the Constitutional Convention that he
nailed his colors most firmly to the mast. During the debate over what
would become Article I, Section 6 of the Constitution — which pro-
vides that “no Person holding any Office under the United States,
shall be a Member of either House [of Congress] during his
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Continuance in Office” and bars senators and congressmen from
being appointed to any office created during their terms - Pierce
Butler of South Carolina declared in Whiggish tones that “this precau-
tion aglain|st. intrigue was necessary” and “appealed to the example
of Glreat] B[ritain]. where men got into Parliament that they might get
offices for themselves or their friends.”*® “This,” Butler announced,
“was the source of the corruption that ruined their Govlernmenl]t.”
Hamilton, by contrast, objected to the measure. He cited instead
“lone] of the ablest politicians (Mr Hume),” who “had pronounced
all that influence on the side of the crown, which went under the
name of corruption, an essential part of the weight which maintained
the equilibrium of the Constitution.”*® The crown’s prerogative con-
trol of the “many offices at its disposal,” Hamilton agreed with Hume,
constituted the last remaining bulwark against abject legislative tyr-
anny. The English monarch might well be “the only Sovereign of the
Empire” as a legal and constitutional matter, but his political position
had in fact become exceedingly precarious. This distinctive combin-
ation of Royalist constitutional theory and Humean political soci-
ology would animate Hamilton’s remarkable performance as Publius
in the months to come.

Publius’s discussion of executive power formally begins in Feder-
alist 67, but Hamilton actually launches his own exploration of this
subject much earlier, in Federalist 17, where he addresses the Anti-
Federalist anxiety that the government of the “Union” would over-
whelm those of the states under the proposed Constitution.”® Hamilton
argues in response that “the experience of all federal constitutions”
shows quite the reverse: that the central government will always be in
constant danger of assault from the periphery (Fed. 17, 107-08). In
support of this claim, he offers a somewhat surprising example: the
history of “feudal systems” in medieval European monarchies. While
these were “not, strictly speaking, confederacies,” Hamilton insists
nonetheless that they “partook of the nature of that species of associ-
ation (Fed. 17, 108).” In particular, as he goes on to explain, the great
pathology of feudal systems was the weakness of the monarch:
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There was a common head, chieftain, or sovereign, whose authority
extended over the whole nation; and a number of subordinate
vassals, or feudatories, who had large portions of land allotted to
them, and numerous trains of inferior vassals or retainers, who
occupied and cultivated that land upon the tenure of fealty or
obedience, to the persons of whom they held it. Each principal
vassal was a kind of sovereign, within his particular demesnes.
The consequences of this situation were a continual opposition to
authority of the sovereign, and frequent wars between the great
barons or chief feudatories themselves. The power of the head of the
nation was commonly too weak, either to preserve the public
peace, or to protect the people against the oppressions of their
immediate lords. This period of European affairs is emphatically

styled by historians, the times of feudal anarchy.
(Fed. 17, 108)

Hamilton continues by observing that “in general, the power of the
barons triumphed over that of the prince; and in many instances his
dominion was entirely thrown off, and the great fiefs were erected
into independent principalities or states” (Fed. 17, 109).*! And, as he
explains in Federalist 84, “Magna Carta” was merely one such
encroachment on royal power, “obtained by the barons, sword in
hand, from King John” (Fed. 84, 578)2* At long last, when

the monarch finally prevailed over his vassals, his success was
chiefly owing to the tyranny of those vassals over their dependents.
The barons, or nobles equally the enemies of the sovereign and the
oppressors of the common people were dreaded and detested by
both; till mutual danger and mutual interest effected a union

between them fatal to the power of the aristocracy.
{Fed. 17, 109}

Hamilton returned to precisely the same material in his speech
to the New York Ratifying Convention, offering this description of

“the antient feudal governments”:
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It has been proved, that the members of republics have been, and
ever will be, stronger than the head. Let us attend to one general
historical example. In the antient feudal governments of Europe,
there were, in the first place a monarch; subordinate to him, a body
of nobles; and subject to these, the vassals or the whole body of the
people. The authority of the kings was limited, and that of the barons
considerably independent. . .. The history of the feudal wars exhibits
little more than a series of successful encroachments on the
prerogatives of monarchy. ... I may be told, that in some instances
the barons were overcome: But how did this happen? Sir, they took
advantage of the depression of the royal authority, and the
establishment of their own power, to oppress and tyrannise over
their vassals, As commerce enlarged, and as wealth and civilization
encreased, the people began to feel their own weight and
consequence: They grew tired of their oppressions; united their
strength with that of the prince; and threw off the yoke of

- 2
élIlStOCl’élCY.“3

Here again, the disorder of feudal government is monarchical weak-
ness and baronial hegemony, and this pathology is ultimately resolved
only when king and people forge 2 momentous alliance in favor of
liberty.

The first point to stress about this account is that it has an
identifiable source: book 3, chapter 3 of Adam Smith’s Wealth of
Nations, “Of the Rise and Progress of Cities and Towns, after the Fall
of the Roman Empire.” In feudal societies, Smith had likewise argued,
“the authority of government” was always “too weak in the head, and
too strong in the inferior members; and the excessive strength of the
inferior members was the cause of the weakness of the head.”** Even
“after the institution of feudal subordination, the king was as incap-
able of restraining the violence of the great lords as before. They still
continued to make war according to their own discretion, almost
continually upon one another, and very frequently upon the king;

and the open country still continued to be a scene of violence, rapine,
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and disorder.” This period is therefore most properly described as “the
times of feudal anarchy.”?® It was brought to its merciful conclusion
only when king and people united against their baronial oppressors:
“The burghers naturally hated and feared the lords,” who “plundered”
them mercilessly, and “the king hated and feared them too; but
though, perhaps, he might despise, he had no reason either to hate
or fear the burghers. Mutual interest, therefore, disposed them to
support the king, and the king to support them against the lords.”

The fact that Hamilton took his account almost verbatim from
Smith is not, however, a mere matter of antiquarian interest. In
describing feudalism in these terms, Smith and Hamilton were each
straightforwardly setting themselves against the crucial historio-
graphical underpinnings of Whig political theory. Whigs located in
the remote Saxon past an “ancient constitution” of balanced, free
government, in which elected monarchs merely executed laws
approved by their independent, landowning subjects in a primeval
parliament. This republican idyll, they believed, was then tragically
interrupted by the Norman Conquest of 1066, which introduced
feudal tenures and, consequently, absolute monarchy. The great con-
stitutional watersheds of English medieval and early modern history —
chief among them Magna Carta — were celebrated in the Whig canon
for restraining the power of the crown and thereby reconfirming the
ancient liberties enjoyed by Englishmen before the arrival of the
Conqueror.?®

Royalist historians of the seventeenth century, by contrast, had
emphatically rejected this narrative. For Sir Henry Spelman, Robert
Brady, and their disciples, the pre-feudal constitution of liberty was
pure myth. They insisted that in its origins Parliament was a funda-
mentally feudal institution and that the House of Commons had
not existed in any form until the high medieval period. More import-
antly, these historians rejected the Whig conceit that feudalism was
pathological because it amounted to monarchical tyranny. On the
contrary, they argued, the distinctive perversity of feudalism was its

tendency to weaken the king at the expense of “Factious baromns,”
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who (in Brady’s words) “when they had secured their own Liberties,
rather made use of them to Oppress, than Relieve their Tenants
and Neighbours.”*” Magna Carta itself could only properly be under-
stood as an episode in this disturbing narrative of creeping aristocratic
hegemony and perilous royal retreat — yet another encroachment by
“incorrigible Norman rebels against their own Norman princes.”>®
This revisionist account returned to prominence with the publication
of Hume’s History of England (1754-61), in which readers learned
that, under feudalism, the great danger was “that the community
would every where crumble into so many independant baronies, and
lose the political union, by which they were cemented” (Hume cites
Brady directly on this point) and that the system only achieved equi-
librium when the king “assumed the salutary office of general guard-
ian or protector of the commons.”?’ Adam Smith merely developed
and intensified the Royalist thrust of his friend Hume’s earlier
narrative.

It was this tradition that Hamilton wholeheartedly embraced in
1788. The great political danger in modern states, he believed, was not
royal power, but monarchical weakness. Feudal history, rightly under-
stood, reveals that the monarch is the natural champion of popular
rights, bound to the Commons by “mutual interest.” The great enemy
of the people is instead the aristocracy. In making this case, Hamilton
was essentially echoing his argument from the Farmer Refuted that
the colonists could depend upon the king because he “is under no
temptation to purchase the favour of one part of his dominions, at the
expense of another; but, it is his interest to treat them all, upon the
same footing. Very different is the case with regard to the Parliament.
The Lords and Commons have a separate interest to pursue.”*? Seen
in relation to British America, Parliament itself had become a kind of
aristocracy - a body of men not derived from the people, who were
happy to plunder and oppress their fellow-subjects across the sea. As
Thomson Mason of Virginia put the point in 1774, his fellow Ameri-
cans sought merely “to check the growing power of aristocracy [i.e.
Parliament] in Great Britain, and to restore your Sovereign to that
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weight in the National Councils which he ought to possess.” Mason
could accordingly assure his readers that “the general opinion, that
the great defect in the present Constitution of Britain is the enormous
power of the Crown” ought to be dismissed as “a vulgar errour.”*!

By the late 1770s, an influential group of American theorists had
emerged as champions of this distinctive account of modern politics.
These men had pioneered the Patriot defense of the royal prerogative
only several years earlier, and they now used the same arguments to
defend a sweeping conception of executive power.** Benjamin Rush
fretted in 1770 that it is in the nature of legislative bodies to be “filled
in the course of a few years with a majority of rich men,” whose
“wealth will administer fuel to the love of arbitrary power that is
common to all men” - eventually yielding “aristocracy,” a noxious
regime in which there are “only two sorts of animals, tyrants and
slaves.”** Only a prerogative-wielding chief magistrate, constituting a
full third of the legislative power, could resist the forces of aristocratic
despotism in the name of liberty. John Adams was making the very
same point as early as 1779: “we have so many Men of Wealth, of
ambitious Spirits, of Intrigue, of Luxury and Corruption, that incessant
Factions will disturb our Peace, without [the chief magistrate’s negative
voice].”>* Writing to Jefferson in December 1787, he repeated his basic
conviction: “You are afraid of the one - I, of the few. We agree perfectly
that the many should have a full fair and perfect Representation. - You
are Apprehensive of Monarchy; I, of Aristocracy.”*

Adams accordingly insisted that the wealthy few should be
quarantined in their own legislative chamber, thus preventing them
from coming to dominate the popular chamber.?® The “many” would
then find their crucial support against the encroachments of the

aristocratic house in the prerogatives of the chief magistrate:

it is the true policy of the common people to place the whole
executive power in one man, to make him a distinct order in the
state, from whence arises an inevitable jealousy between him and

the gentlemen; this forces him to become a father and protector of
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the common people, and to endeavor always to humble every
proud, aspiring senator, or other officer in the state, who is in
danger of acquiring an influence too great for the law, or the spirit of

the constitution.®’

James Wilson likewise defended both an independent chief magistrate
and a weak senate on the grounds that the president would naturally be
“the man of the people,” their ally against the aristocratic few.®® He
would “stand the mediator between the intrigues & sinister views of the
Representatives and the general liberties & interests of the people.”?

With Adams posted overseas, Wilson and Hamilton led the
campaign in favor of a strong executive in the Philadelphia Conven-
tion (although the latter left Philadelphia on June 29 and did not
return until the end of the proceedings). It was Wilson who moved
that the new federal executive should “consist of a single person,” a
proposal he defended on the grounds that “the people of America Did
not oppose the British King but the parliament — the opposition was
not against an Unity but a corrupt multitude.”*® And it was largely
thanks to their combined efforts (along with those of Gouverneur
Morris) that Article IT of the Constitution created a single president,
independent of the legislature, armed with a veto and vested with the
authority of commander-in-chief. But it is essential to recognize that
Hamilton and Wilson (along with Adams, in absentia) had wished to
go even further. Each had argued strenuously in favor of giving the
president an “absolute” rather than “qualified” negative (that is, a
veto that could not be overridden by a legislative supermajority), and
insisted that the chief magistrate should have plenary power to make
appointments to executive offices (without the consent of the
Senate).*! Moreover, in his famous speech of June 18, Hamilton broke
with Wilson in proposing that the president should serve a life term
“on good behavior” — a proposal supported by four state delegations, as
well as by Madison and Washington himself.**

Hamilton made no secret of the motivating idea behind these
proposals. He believed “that the British Gov[ernmenl]t. was the best in
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the world: and that he doubted much whether any thing short of it
would do in America.” If his fellow citizens could not be persuaded to
adopt a proper hereditary monarchy, “we ought to go as far in order to
attain stability and permanency, as republican principles will admit.”
As for the objection “that such an Executive will be an elective
Monarch,”*® Hamilton answered that “Monarch is an indefinite term.
It marks not either the degree or duration of power. If this Executive
Magistrate wloul]d. be a monarch for life — the other prop[ose]d. by the
Report from the Committee of the whole, wloulld. be a monarch for
seven years.” The president, in short, would be a “monarch” whether
given an absolute negative or a qualified veto; whether elected for
seven years or for life. The question was not whether to have a
monarch, but, rather, what kind of monarch to have. And Hamilton’s
answer to this question was perfectly clear: a British monarch, or the
closest available thing to it.

But the British monarch that Hamilton had in mind was not the
beleaguered, empirical figure described by Hume, reduced to using
patronage to compensate for the erosion of his rightful prerogatives.
This figure could not possibly serve as the sort of transcendent
champion of the Commons that Hamilton had desired since 1775.
Hamilton wanted the new American chief magistrate to resemble
instead the British monarch of his high Royalist constitutional
imagination: the “only Sovereign of the Empire,” vested with sweep-
ing prerogatives that no actual English king had wielded for a hundred
years. Yet Hamilton did not quite get his way. The executive that
emerged from the Convention was far more powerful than many
would have wished, but a good deal less powerful than Hamilton
himself had hoped. It is this fact above all that explains the peculiar
character of Publius’s essays on the executive.

II

While Hamilton believed that the new president was insufficiently
monarchical, he confronted a mass of Anti-Federalist opinion that took

precisely the opposite view. Many Americans would have agreed with
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Edmund Randolph of Virginia that the proposed single executive
amounted to a “foetus of monarchy.”** Thus, Mercy Otis Warren
fumed that the Constitution established a “Republican form of govern-
ment, founded on the principles of monarchy,” investing “discretion-
ary powers in the hands of man, which he may, or may not abuse.”*®
Luther Martin of Maryland, one of the dissenting delegates to the
Convention, likewise declared that the new president “as here consti-
tuted, was a king, in every thing but the name” and that he would be
able “to become a king in name, as well as in substance, and establish
himself in office not only for his own life, but even, if he chooses, to
have that authority perpetuated to his family”#® - a point seconded by
“Montezuma,” who wrote in the Independent Gazetteer (posing satir-
ically as a Federalist) that “president” was merely a name adopted
“in conformity to the prejudices of a silly people who are so foolishly
fond of a Republican government, that we were obliged to accommo-
date in names and forms to them, in order more effectually to secure
the substance of our proposed plan; but we all know that Cromwell
was a King, with the title of Protector.”*” The anonymous author
of the “Tamony” letters agreed: in truth, he observed, “though not
dignified with the magic name of King,” the president “will possess
more supreme power, than Great Britain allows her hereditary
monarchs.”*®

Hamilton’s task in Pederalist 67-77 was to answer this charge.
He sought, on the one hand, to defend a strong executive vested with
significant prerogative powers; but, at the same time, he attempted to
assuage concerns about the monarchical tendencies of the Constitu-
tion by stressing the weakness of the president relative to the king of
Great Britain. Rather than applauding the degree to which the new
Constitution borrowed from the British original, Hamilton's tactic in
this context was to accentuate its distance from that model. This
approach required two highly rhetorical series of maneuvers. First,
Hamilton had to defend as virtues of the Article I presidency all of the
features that he had assailed as its vices in the Convention itself: the
lack of a life term, the absence of an absolute negative, the partial
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character of the chief magistrate’s appointment power and so on.
Second, and even more importantly, he had to paint a wholly outland-
ish picture of the powers of the British monarch, as they actually
existed in 1787. That is, in order to make the presidency look weak
in relation to the British monarchy, he had to contrast the former to a
radically idealized, parchment version of the latter.*” Hamilton knew
petfectly well that the prerogative powers that he attributed to the
crown in these essays had not in fact been wielded by English kings for
generations; indeed, as we have seen, this had always been his great
lament. His performance in Federalist 67-77 was, therefore, disin-
genuous in the extreme, but it was not simply that. The rhetorical
imperative to make the British monarchy seem stupendously power-
ful gave Hamilton a final, grand opportunity to reaffirm his own
radical conception of the proper role of the British sovereign, one that
he had been defending since the Farmer Refuted.®® The result was
perhaps the most stridently Royalist account of the British consti-
tution to appear in the eighteenth century.

Hamilton began his performance by complaining that no aspect
of the proposed Constitution “has been inveighed against with less
candor or criticised with less judgment” than its vision of the chief
magistrate. “Here the writers against the Constitution seem to have
taken pains to signalize their talent of misrepresentation. Calculating
upon the aversion of the people to monarchy, they have endeavored
to enlist all their jealousies and apprehensions in opposition to the
intended President of the United States; not merely as the embryo,
but as the full-grown progeny, of that detested parent” (here Hamilton
was clearly recalling Randolph’s charge that the president would be a
“foetus of monarchy,” Fed. 67, 452). He proceeded to offer an elabor-
ate satire of Anti-Federalist anxieties:

To establish the pretended affinity [with monarchy], they have not
scrupled to draw resources even from the regions of fiction. The
authorities of a magistrate, in few instances greater, in some

instances less, than those of a Governor of New-York, have been

PUBLIUS ON MONARCHY 443

magnified into more than royal prerogatives. He has been decorated
with attributes superior in dignity and splendor to those of a King of
Great Britain. He has been shown to us with the diadem sparkling
on his brow and the imperial purple flowing in his train. He has
been seated on a throne surrounded with minions and mistresses;
giving audience to the envoys of foreign potentates, in all the
supercilious pomp of majesty. The images of Asiatic despotism and
voluptuousness have scarcely been wanting to crown the
exaggerated scene. We have been taught to tremble at the terrific
visages of murdering janizaries, and to blush at the unveiled

mysteries of a future seraglio.
(Fed. 67, 452-53)

Drawing perhaps from the opening of Book Il of Paradise Lost — where
we encounter Satan seated “High on a throne of royal state, which
far / Outshone the wealth or Ormuz and of Ind, / Or where the gorgeous
East with richest hand / Showers on her kings barbaric pearl and gold”
(I.1-4)°! — Hamilton lampooned his opponents for imagining the new
president as an Asiatic Grand Signor, “decorated with attributes super-
ior in dignity and splendor to those of a King of Great Britain.”

His refutation of the charge takes the form of a point-by-point
comparison of the powers of the president and the British monarch,
designed to show the relative weakness of the former.*> The discus-
sion begins innocently enough, by stating the obvious: although both
the British constitution and the proposed American one vest the
“executive authority” in “a single magistrate,” in the latter “that
magistrate is to be elected for four years; and is to be re-eligible as
often as the People of the United States shall think him worthy of
their confidence,” whereas the king of Great Britain serves for life
as a hereditary prince. Hamilton had bemoaned this asymmetry in the
Convention, but here it served his purpose. Where the president can
be removed by impeachment, the king is immune from such proceed-
ings and his person is deemed “sacred and inviolable” (Fed. 69, 463).

Likewise, the king presides over an established church and may
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“confer titles of nobility,” prerogatives the president lacks. And,
whereas the “the President is to nominate, and, with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to appoint Ambassadors and other public Min-
isters, Judges of the Supreme Court, and in general all officers of the
United States established by law,” the king “appoints to all offices”
without the formal consent of a legislative body (Fed. 69, 468). Once
again, Hamilton had desperately sought to assign the president an
analogous prerogative of appointment, but now this failure is pre-
sented as a virtue of the scheme.

So far, all of this is relatively unremarkable.>® But Hamilton does
not leave matters here. “The President of the United States,” he con-
tinues, “is to have power to return a bill, which shall have passed the
two branches of the Legislature, for re-consideration; and the bill so
returned is to become a law, if, upon that reconsideration, it be approved
by two thirds of both houses. The King of Great Britain, on his part, has
an absolute negative upon the acts of the two houses of Parliament.”
(Fed. 69, 463-64) The royal negative, as Hamilton well knew, had not
been exercised for generations, but here he insists that

the disuse of that power for a considerable time past does not affect
the reality of its existence; and is to be ascribed wholly to the
crown’s having found the means of substituting influence to
authority, or the art of gaining a majority in one or the other of the
two houses, to the necessity of exerting a prerogative which could
seldom be exerted without hazarding some degree of national
agitation.

(Fed. 69, 464)

In order to make the British monarch appear as strong as possible (and
the American president correspondingly weak), Hamilton deploys the
Whig explanation for the “disuse” of the negative: the king has simply
felt no need to wield the negative because he is powerful enough to
control both houses of Parliament by means of corruption. This was
a view of the British constitutional predicament that Hamilton
had always rejected; he had instead followed Hume in regarding
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“corruption” as a wholly inadequate, but still essential, replacement
for prerogative powers (chiefly, the negative voice) that now, regret-
tably, existed only as a matter of form. Like “Centinel,” he bemoaned
the fact that “the king of England ... enjoys but in name the preroga-
tive of a negative upon the parliament” and “has not dared to exercise
it for near a century past.”>°

Moreover, Hamilton would shortly argue in Federalist 73 that
the qualified negative of the president should be preferred to the abso-
lute negative because it would strengthen, rather than weaken the
prerogative: “in proportion as it would be less apt to offend, it would
be more apt to be exercised; and for this very reason it may in practice
be found more effectual” (Fed. 73, 498). But in this polemical context
Hamilton is happy to emphasize the weakness of the president’s quali-
fied negative in relation to what he had regarded for two decades as a
lamentably defunct prerogative of the sovereign. As one Anti-Federalist
complained, “touching on the President” (“more properly, our new
KING”), Hamilton and his allies were aiming “to conceal his immense
powers, by representing the King of Great Britain as possessed of many
hereditary prerogatives, rights and powers that he was not possessed
of.” In particular, the president, unlike the British monarch in fact, is to
have “a negative over the proceedings of both branches of the legisla-
ture: and to complete his uncontrouled sway, he is neither restrained
nor assisted by a privy council, which is a novelty in government.”

Next, we read that “the President is to be the ‘Commander-in-
Chief’ of the army and navy of the United States. In this respect his
authority would be nominally the same with that of the king of Great
Britain, but in substance much inferior to it,” for “that of the British
king extends to the declaring of war and to the raising and regulating
of fleets and armies — all which, by the Constitution under consider-
ation, would appertain to the Legislature” (Fed. 69, 465).>” This was
an extraordinary claim. Although the making of war and peace for-
mally remained prerogatives of the crown, in reality decisions of this
kind had long been taken by cabinet ministers. These ministers were

in turn required to maintain the support of a majority in the House of



6 ERIC NELSON

Commons, and they themselves sat in one of the two Houses.®®
Indeed, George Il had only recently shown himself powerless to
assume any personal control over the waging of the Revolutionary
War, and in 1779 had nearly provoked a constitutional crisis simply by
choosing to summon and address his own cabinet (no monarch since
Queen Anne had done s0).>® Moreover, while it remained a preroga-
tive of “the crown” (read: ministers of the crown) to raise and equip
armies and fleets, monarchs since the Glorious Revolution had lacked
the authority to do so in the absence of an annual “Mutiny Act”
passed by the House of Commons - and, in any event, required supply
from the Commons in order to pay their troops.*

Hamilton’s Anti-Federalist opponents eagerly seized upon these
facts. The still unidentified author of the letters of “Cato” could
distinguish no important respects in which “this president, invested
with his powers and prerogatives, essentially differ[s] from the king of
Great Britain {save as to name, the creation of nobility, and some
immaterial incidents, the offspring of absurdity and locality).” “Cato”
pointedly observed that “though it may be asserted that the king of
Great-Britain has the express power of making peace or war, yet he
never thinks it prudent so to do without the advice of his parliament
from whom he is to derive his support ~ and therefore these powers, in
both president and king, are substantially the same.”®! William Lan-
caster likewise rose in the North Carolina Ratifying Convention to
insist that “a man of any information knows that the king of Great
Britain cannot raise and support armies. He may call for and raise men,
but he has no money to support them.”®* The author of the “Tamony”
letters went even further, observing that the new president “will
possess more supreme power, than Great Britain allows her hereditary
monarchs, who derive ability to support an army from annual supplies,
and owe the command of one to an annual mutiny law. The American
President may be granted supplies for two years, and his command of
a standing army is unrestrained by law.”®® Hamilton registered these
objections, but replied in the language of a strident Royalist:
“TAMONY, has asserted that the king of Great-Britain owes his
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prerogative as commander-in-chief to an annual mutiny bill. The truth
is, on the contrary, that his prerogative, in this respect, is immemorial,
and was only disputed, ‘contrary to all reason and precedent’ ... by the
Long Parliament of Charles 1”7 (Fed. 69, 465n.). In truth, Hamilton
declared (quoting Blackstone’s Commentaries, but badly misrepre-
senting the position of his source®*), “the sole supreme government
and command” of armies and navies “EVER WAS AND IS the
undoubted right of his Majesty and his royal predecessors, kings and
queens of England, and that both or either house of Parliament cannot
nor ought to pretend to the same.”

The crucial thing to note is that Hamilton had made precisely
the same argument in The Farmer Refuted over a decade earlier. Then
he was responding to Seabury’s claim that British Americans owed
allegiance to Parliament in return for “the protection we have
received from the mother country.”®® “Nothing is more common,”
he lamented, “than to hear the votaries of parliament” defending this
assertion, but, in truth, “they entertain erroneous conceptions of the
matter.” Parliament could never have protected the American col-
onies, because it had no rightful share of the sovereign prerogatives of
war and peace. “The King himself,” Hamilton insisted, “is regarded by
the constitution, as the supreme protector of the empire. For this
purpose, he is the generalissimo, or first in military command: in
him is vested the power of making war and peace, of raising armies,
equipping fleets and directing all their motions. He it is that has
defended us from our enemies, and to him alone, we are obliged to
render allegiance and submission.”%® The fact that his British contem-
poraries had regrettably “loslt] sight” of the king’s sovereign authority
in no way altered this constitutional reality.®”

Hamilton’s argument in Federalist 69 proceeds in much the
same vein. “The President,” he continues, “is to have power, with
the advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties, provided two
thirds of the senators present concur. The king of Great Britain is the
sole and absolute representative of the nation in all foreign transac-

tions. He can of his own accord make treaties of peace, commerce,
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alliance, and of every other description.” (Fed. 69, 467). Opponents of
the Constitution scoffed once again. “It is contended,” observed Pat-
rick Henry in the Virginia Ratifying Convention, “that, if the king of
Great Britain makes a treaty within the line of his prerogative, it is the
law of the land.” But

can the English monarch make a treaty which shall subvert the
common law of England, and the constitution? Dare he make a
treaty that shall viclate Magna Charta, or the bill of rights? Dare he
do any thing derogatory to the honor, or subversive of the great
privileges, of his people? No, sir. If he did, it would be nugatory, and

the attempt would endanger his existence.®®

Even some Federalists were prompted to concede as much. Wilson
Nicholas of Virginia mocked the notion that “the king of Great
Britain can make what treaties he pleases.” “But, sir,” he countered,
“do not the House of Commons influence them? Will he make a
treaty manifestly repugnant to their interest? Will they not tell him
he is mistaken in that respect, as in many others? Will they not bring
the minister who advises a bad treaty to punishment? This gives them
such influence that they can dictate in what manner they shall be
made.” Francis Corbin added that “if the king were to make such a
treaty himself, contrary to the advice of his ministry,” a constitu-
tional crisis would ensue.®” Moreover, a number of Anti-Federalists
pointed out that treaties in Britain were in fact frequently laid before
Parliament - not least the Peace of Paris that had ended the
Revolutionary War.”®

Hamilton once again stuck to his Royalist guns. “It has been
insinuated,” he wrote, “that his authority [i.e. the king's] in this
respect is not conclusive, and that his conventions with foreign
powers are subject to the revision, and stand in need of the ratifica-

tion, of Parliament.” But, Hamilton insisted,

I believe this doctrine was never heard of, till it was broached upon

the present occasion. Every jurist of that kingdom, and every other
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man acquainted with its Constitution, knows, as an established

fact, that the prerogative of making treaties exists in the crown in

its utmost plentitude; and that the compacts entered into by the

royal authority have the most complete legal validity and

perfection, independent of any other sanction.

{Fed. 69, 467)"

James Iredell, who simply paraphrased Hamilton’s comparative argu-
ment in the North Carolina Convention, agreed: A gentleman from
New Hanover has asked whether it is not the practice, in Great
Britain, to submit treaties to Parliament, before they are esteemed as
valid. The king has the sole authority, by the laws of that country, to
make treaties.” To be sure, “after treaties are made, they are fre-
quently discussed in the two houses, where, of late years, the most
important matters of government have been narrowly examined.” But
“the constitutional power of making treaties is vested in the crown;
and the power with whom the treaty is made considers it as binding,
without any act of Parliament.”’*

Hamilton had no compunction about carrying his argument
through to its logical conclusion. He confidently attributed to the
person of the king an effective prerogative to “prorogue or even dissolve
the Parliament,” to select his ministers at pleasure, to “make denizens
of aliens,” to “erect corporations with all the rights incident to coxpor-

i

ate bodies,” to “serve as the arbiter of commerce,” “establish markets

o

and fairs,” “regulate weights and measures,” “lay embargoes for a

"o

limited time,” “coin money,” and “authorize or prohibit the circula-
tion of foreign coin” (Fed. 69, 470). And although the sovereign was
duty-bound to seek advice from his ministers, Hamilton insisted that
“the king is not bound by the resolutions of his council, though they
are answerable for the advice they give. He is the absolute master of his
own conduct in the exercise of his office and may observe or disregard
the council[sic] given to him at his sole discretion” (Fed. 70, 478).
Again, as a description of the British monarchy as it actually functioned
in the late eighteenth century, this was mere burlesque. But as a

defense of a particular conception of what the monarchy should be like
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under the proper construal of the English constitution, it was perfectly
continuous with what Hamilton and other Patriots of similar views had
been arguing since the imperial crisis. At that time, even Jefferson had
implored the king to separate himself from his “British counselors” -
who were dismissed as intruding “parties” ~ and to “think and act for
yourself and your people.””® But this high Royalist understanding of the
kingly office was as reactionary in 1787 as it had been in 1775.

In other contexts, it suited Hamilton's purpose to acknowledge
this fact. In Pederalist 71, he developed a subtle a fortiori argument
designed to reassure critics who might remain anxious about the
prerogatives assigned to the chief magistrate. In Britain, the argument
goes, the king is vested with hereditary power and other “splendid
attributes,” but even these advantages of the crown had spectacularly
failed to prevent the House of Commons from achieving complete
supremacy during the course of the previous century. How much less,
then, should we fear that the far weaker president, as imagined in
Article T, would come to dominate the legislature? This argument, in
short, attempted to strike yet another delicate balance: it once again
sought to emphasize the strengths of the British monarch, relative to
those of the president, but, at the same time, to demonstrate that the
monarchy had been gradually but utterly subjected to the legislature
despite these advantages (thus directly contradicting the carefully

wrought account of sweeping royal power in Federalist 69).

If a British House of Commons from the most feeble beginnings,
from the mere power of assenting or disagreeing to the imposition
of a new tax, have, by rapid strides, reduced the prerogatives of the
crown and the privileges of the nobility within the limits they
conceived to be compatible with the principles of a free
government, while they raised themselves to the rank and
consequence of a coequal branch of the Legislature; if they have
been able, in one instance, to abolish both the royalty and the
aristocracy, and to overturn all the ancient establishments, as well

in the church as State; if they have been able, on a recent occasion,
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to make the monarch tremble at the prospect of an innovation
attempted by them [Charles James Fox’s India Bill”*], what would
be to be feared from an elective magistrate of four years duration,

with the confined authorities of a President of the United States?
(Fed. 71, 485-86)"°

Here the king of Great Britain, depicted in Federalist 69 as master of
all he surveys, is shown “trembling” before an all-powerful legisla-
ture, We are finally allowed to glimpse the Humean reality lurking
behind the Royalist idyll.

III

Fifteen years after the Constitution was ratified, the Virginia jurist St.
George Tucker revisited Hamilton’s influential comparison of the
presidency and the British monarchy in his 1803 annotated edition of
Blackstone’s Commentaries. The occasion was apposite: Hamilton had
festooned his analysis of royal power in Federalist 69 with references
and direct quotations drawn from Blackstone, plainly hoping that the
appearance of agreement with England’s greatest constitutional author-
ity would lend credibility to his account. Tucker, for his part, was no
committed defender of the new American chief magistracy: he openly
mused that the presidency might perhaps be replaced with a “numer-
ous executive,” on the model of the French Directory, and fretted in his
commentary that “if a single executive do not exhibit all the features
of monarchy at first, like the infant Hercules, it requires only time to
mature it’s [sic] strength, to evince the extent of it’s [sic] powers.””®
But he was nonetheless fully prepared to explore and acknowledge the
ways in which the American executive might be seen to perfect the
British original. His project, however, required emphasizing the degree
to which Hamilton had, in fact, deployed a caricature of Blackstone's
constitutional analysis in 1788. For, while Blackstone had admittedly
been a Tory who was eager to minimize the extent of the century-long
transition from royal to ministerial government, Tucker recognized

that he had also been a lucid observer of British political reality. The
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great jurist had indeed supplied a list of what remained, as a matter of
law, the prerogatives of the crown (although he took a far narrower
view of these than Hamilton suggested’’), but he had also immediately
reminded his readers that many of these powers were no longer at the
effective disposal of the king.

“The powers of the crown are now to all appearances greatly
curtailed and diminished since the reign of King James the first,”
Blackstone had observed, to the extent that “we may perhaps be led
to think that, the balance is enclined pretty strongly to the popular
scale, and that the executive magistrate has neither independence nor
power enough left, to form that check upon the lords and commons,
which the founders of our constitution intended.”’® Blackstone
argued that this conclusion was overly hasty, but not because he
had any illusions that British monarchs could exert their prerogative
powers in government as they had before the parliamentarian revolu-
tions. Instead, like Flume, he identified “influence” as a substitute for
prerogative, although he was both far more confident in its efficacy
than was Hume, and far more anxious about the dangers of the
substitution (in this respect, he came rather close to endorsing
the standard Whig theory of English constitutional corruption).”
“The instruments of [royal] power are not perhaps so open and avowed
as they formerly were,” on Blackstone’s telling, “but they are not the
weaker on that account.” The rise of what we now call the eighteenth-
century fiscal-military state had placed the monarch in control of an
extensive patronage network and thereby assigned the “executive
power so persuasive an energy ... as will amply make amends for
the loss of external prerogative.” “Whatever may have become of the
nominal, the real power of the crown has not been too far weakened
by any transactions of the last century ... the stern commands of
prerogative have yielded to the milder voice of influence.”¥® On
Blackstone’s account, if the king remained strong, it was despite
the fact that he no longer wielded the legal powers of the crown; the
latter were now the effective possession of ministers accountable to

Parliament.
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Armed with this recognition, Tucker concluded that, although
it is certainly true that “many of the most important prerogatives of
the British crown, are transferred from the executive authority, in the
United States, to the supreme national council, in congress assem-
bled,” in a very real sense the Constitution had assigned the American
president powers far greater than any enjoyed by the king of Great
Britain.®! In the English constitution, the “unity of the executive” and
its attendant “dispatch” were, in truth, illusory:

If such are the real advantages of a single executive magistrate, we
may contend that they are found in a much greater degree in the
federal government, than in the English. In the latter it exists, only
theoretically, in an individual; the practical exercise of it, being
devolved upon ministers, councils, and boards. The king, according
to the acknowledged principles of the constitution, not being
responsible for any of his acts, the minister upon whom all
responsibility devolves, to secure his indemnity acts by the advice
of the privy council to whom every measure of importance is
submitted, before it is carried into effect. His plans are often
digested and canvassed in a still more secret conclave, consisting of
the principal officers of state, and stiled the cabinet-council,
before they are communicated to the privy council: matters are
frequently referred to the different boards, for their advice thereon,
previously to their discussion, and final decision, in the council.
Thus, in fact, the unity of the executive is merely ideal, existing
only in the theory of the government; whatever is said of the
unanimity, or dispatch arising from the unity of the executive

power, is therefore without foundation.®?

Here was the great fact about the eighteenth-century British monarchy
that Hamilton had deplored for all of his adult life, the same fact that he
had been forced to occlude in order to make his rhetorical case in
Federalist 69. While the crown retained its “prerogatives,” the king
enjoyed most of them only in name.®* Under the Constitution of the

United States, in contrast, “we find a single executive officer substituted
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for a numerous board, where responsibility is divided, till it is entirely
lost, and where the chance of unanimity lessens in geometrical propor-
tion to the number that compose it.”** Moreover, “as every executive
measure must originate in the breast of the president, his plans will have
all the benefit of uniformity, that can be expected to flow from the
operations of any individual mind.”® The president of the United States
does in reality what the king of Great Britain does only in theory.

But if the new president was, for this reason, more powerful than
any British monarch had been for almost a century, he was nonetheless
weaker than the splendid, revivified sovereign that Hamilton had begun
toimagine in 1775. At least one of his fellow delegates at the Convention
registered and appreciated this fact. Years later, Thomas Hart Benton of
Missouri recalled a conversation with the aged Rufus King of New York
“upon the formation of the constitution in the federal convention of
1787.” On this occasion, he explained, King “said some things to me
which, I think ought to be remembered by future generations, to enable
them to appreciate justly those founders of our government who were in

favor of a stronger organization [i.e. executive] than was adopted.”

He said: “You young men who have been bom since the Revolution,
lock with horror upon the name of a King, and upon all propositions
for a strong government. It was not so with us, We were born the
subjects of a King, and were accustomed to subscribe ourselves ‘His
Majesty’s most faithful subjects’; and we began the quarrel which
ended in the Revolution, not against the King, but against his

parliament.”%¢

Publius himself could not have said it any better.
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