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PREFACE.

— P —

TaE late Mr. Justice Miller, at his death, left a care-
fully prepared manuscript of ten lectures upon the Con-
stitution of the United States, which had been read by
him before the students of the Law School of the National
University, in the city of Washington, during the winter of
1889 and early spring of 1890. These lectures were accom-
panied by a series of notes, prepared under his direction.

This material, and two other papers by him on cognate
subjects — the first an address before the Alumni of the
Law Department of the University of Michigan on the
29th day of June, 1887, entitled, “ The Constitution and
the Supreme Court of the United States”; the other
“ An Oration delivered at the one hundredth anniversary
of the framing and promulgation of the Constitution in
Independence Square, Philadelphia, on the 17th day of
September, 1887 — have been placed in my hands for
arrangement and publication. The address and the ora-
tion were published together under Mr. Justice Miller’s
supervision during his lifetime. The ten lectures are now
published for the first time.

It will be easily seen that no editing of these papers,
in the ordinary sense of that term, was necessary, beyond

the care required in order to ensure the exact reproduc-
v
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tion of the thoughts and language of the great judge who
has passed away, and the verification of the authorities
cited or quoted in the footnotes. The simplicity of style,
the directness of statement, the breadth of view, the
honesty of purpose, and the discriminating analysis to-be
found in these papers, must arrest the attention and com-
mand the admiration of students of Constitutional History,
without extraneous suggestions. I have, accordingly, printed
Judge Miller’s Lectures as they came to me, and have
attached to them the footnotes in the condition in which
they were left by him, after properly verifying them.

I have also taken the liberty to add a short note to
each of these Lectures, which in each case will explain
itself. I have also added a supplemental chapter con-
taining references to minor provisions of the Constitution,
not discussed in the Lectures, and an appendix containing
(1) a collated copy of the Constitution, with full references
to the cases in which it has been construed or discussed ;
(2) a collated copy of the Articles of Confederation ; (3)
copies of the Randolph draft for a constitution, and of
the Pinckney draft for the same, which were submitted
to the convention May 29, 1787, both of which proved to
be of substantial use in the discussions which followed in
the convention.

I have endeavored to present this work to the profession
and the public in a manner worthy of the great judge who
_has passed away, so far as the limited time given me, and
my duties to the court would allow. If there be any serious
shortcoming, no one will regret it more than I. It has
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been to me a labor of love to follow in the footsteps of
one whose great intellect, probity, manliness, and direct-
ness of purpose were recognized by the whole nation;
whose amiable character was admired by all who knew
him; and whose friendship I was permitted to enjoy for
nearly a quarter of a century.

Mr. Justice Miller was trained in the school of Chief
Justice Marshall. When he died, the bar of the Supreme
Court passed a series of resolutions to express their esti-
mate of his character, and of the great value of his services
to his country. When these resolutions were presented to
that court by the Attorney General of the United States.
the Chief Justice, in responding, said :

“ When he took his seat, the country was in the throes
of internecine conflict ; when his eyes closed, it was upon
a happy, prosperous, and united people, living under the
form of government devised by the fathers, the wisdom
of whose fabric the event had vindicated. Great problems
crowded for solution : the suspension of the habeas corpus;
the jurisdiction of military tribunals; the closing of the
ports of the insurrectionary States; the legislation to uphold
the two main nerves, iron and gold, by which war moves
in all her equipage ; the restoration of the predominance of
the civil over the military authority; the reconstruction
measures ; the amendments to the Constitution, involving
the consolidation of the Union, with the preservation of
the just and equal rights of the States,—all these passed
in various phases under the jurisdiction of the court, and
he dealt with them with the hand of a master.
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“ While he took his full share in the consideration of
every subject of judicial investigation, notably in reference
to some, as, for instance, those pertaining to the public
lands, yet he chiefly distinguished himself in the treatment
of grave constitutional questions, which brought into play
the patience, the intuition, the deliberation, the foresight,
the intellectual grasp and the breadth of view which char-
acterize all who have deserved the name of statesman.
And, as with private controversies, so with those concern-
ing the public and the Government, he sought to go by the
ancient ways and never to incur the curse denounced on
him who removeth the landmarks. His style was like his
tread, massive but vigorous. His opinions, from his first in
the second of Black’s Reports, to his last in the one hun-
dred and thirty-sixth United States, some seven hundred
in number (including dissents), running through seventy vol-
umes, were marked by strength of diction, keen sense of
justice, and undoubting firmness of conclusion.

“ He had that true legal instinct which qualified him to
arrive at the very right of a cause and to apply settled
principles to its proper disposition; while to courage was
joined an integrity and simplicity that always commanded
respect and generally carried conviction. Benignant in
temperament, and with a heart full of sensibility, his inter-
course with his fellows was so cordial and kindly as to
endear him to all who came within the sphere of his
influence.”

To Gherardi Davis, Esq., of the New York bar, I wish
to return my thanks for valuable suggestions in the
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preparation of these Lectures and Notes for publication:
and still more for the full references to decided cases
which accompany the copy of the Constitution in the
Appendix.

To Hon. J. B. Moore, Assistant Secretary of State, I am
indebted for the collated and certified copies of the Con-
stitution, etc., in the Appendix, which cannot but prove
_interesting to students of constitutional history.

J. C. BANCROFT DAVIS.
Wasmixcrox, July 1, 1801.
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THE FRAMING OF THE CONSTITUTION.!

——o0 B0

WE are met here to commemorate an event Lecrusz 1.
in our progress, in many respects inferior to mtductery:
none in importance in our own history or in the
history of the world. It is the formation of the
Constitution of the United States, which, on
this day, one hundred years ago, was adopted
by the Convention which represented the people
of the United States, and which was then signed
by the delegates who framed it, and published
as the final result of their arduous labors, — of
their most careful and deliberate consideration,

—and of a love of country as unmixed with
selfishness as human nature is capable of.

~ In looking at the names of those who signed
the instrument, our sentiment of pious reverence
for the work of their hands hardly permits us

1 This paper, which leads up to the Lectures delivered by Mr.
Justice Miller before the classes in the Law School, is in substance
the oration which he delivered on the 17th of September, 1887, at
Philadelphia at ¢¢the celebration of the one hundredth anniver-
sary of the framing and promulgation of the Constitution.’”’ Only
such passages are omitted as treat of matters which are again
discussed in the Lectures. )

1
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to discriminate by special mention of any. But
it is surely not in bad taste to mention that the
name of George Washington is there as its first
signer, and as president of the convention; the
man of whom it was afterwards so happily de-
clared by the representatives of a grateful people,
that he was “first in war, first in peace, and first
in the hearts of his countrymen.” He was the
first man selected to fill the Chief Executive
office of President created by the Constitution;
and James Madison, another name found in the
list of signers, filled the same office.

James Wilson, of Pennsylvania, John Blair,
of Virginia, and John Rutledge, of South Caro-
lina, were made justices of the court established
by that instrument, with a large view, among
its other functions, of expounding its meaning.
With no invidious intent it may be here said
that one of the greatest names in American his
tory — Alexander Hamilton — is there as repre-
senting alone the important State of New York ;
his colleagues from that State having withdrawn
from the convention before the final vote on the
Constitution. Nor is it permissible, standing in
this place and in this connection, to omit to
point to the name of Benjamin Franklin, the
venerable philosopher and patriot; of Robert
Morris, the financier of the Revolution; and
of Gouverneur Morris, the brilliant scholar and
profound statesman.

It is necessary to any just appreciation of the
Constitution, whose presentation for acceptance
to the people of the United States a hundred



FORMATION OF THE CONSTITUTION.

years ago on this day we commemorate, that Lecrons L
some statement of its origin, and of the causes !™odocton:
which led to it, should be made. The occasion

requires that this shall be brief.

The war of seven years, which was waged in articés of Con-
support of the independence of these States, federto™
former provinces of Great Britain,—an inde-
pendence announced by the Declaration of July
4, 1776, already referred to,— the war which
will always be known in the history of this
country as the war of the Revolution, was con-
ducted by a union of those States under an
agreement between them called Articles of Con-
federation. Under these articles each State was
an integer of equal dignity and power in a body
called the Congress, which conducted the affairs
of the incipient nation. Each of the thirteen
States which composed this confederation sent
to-Congress as many delegates as it chose, with-
out reference to its population, its wealth, or
the extent of its territory; but the vote upon
the passage of any law, or resolution, or action
suggested, was taken by States, the members
from each State, however numerous or however
small, constituting one vote, and a majority of
these votes by States being necessary to the
adoption of the proposition.

The most important matters on which Con- Weakness of
gress acted were but little else than recommen- &(;':f_' ess under
dations to the States, requesting their aid in
the general cause. There was no power in the
Congress to raise money by taxation. It could
declare by way of assessment the amount each
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State should contribute to the support of the
Government, but it had no means of enforcing
compliance with this assessment. It could make
requisitions on each State for men for the army
which was fighting for them all, but the raising
of this levy was wholly dependent upon the
action of the States respectively. There was
no authority to tax, or otherwise regulate, the
import or export of foreign goods, nor to pre-
vent the separate States from taxing property
which' entered their ports, though the property
so taxed was owned by citizens of other States.

~ The end of this war of the Revolution, which
had established our entire independence of the
crown of Great Britain, and which had caused
us to be recognized theoretically as a member
of the family of nations, found us with an empty
treasury, an impaired credit, a country drained
of its wealth and impoverished by the exhaustive
struggle. It found us with a large national debt
to our own citizens and to our friends abroad,
who had loaned us their money in our desperate
strait; and worst of all, it found us with an
army of unpaid patriotic soldiers who had en-
dured every hardship that our want of means
could add to the necessary incidents of a civil
war, many of whom had to return penniless to
families whose condition was pitiable.

For all these evils the limited and imperfect
powers conferred by the Articles of Confedera-
tion afforded no adequate remedy. The Con-
gress, in which was vested all the authority that
those articles granted to the General Govern-
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ment, struggled hopelessly and with constant Lecrons 1.
failure from the treaty of peace with England, goekoes® o
in 1783, until the formation of the new Consti- them.
tution. Many suggestions were made for en-
larging the powers of the Federal Government

in regard to particular subjects. None were
successful, and none proposed the only true
remedy, namely, authority in the National Gov-
ernment to enforce the powers which were en-

trusted to it by the Articles of Confederation, by

its own immediate and direct action on the peo-

ple of the States.

It is not a little remarkable that the sugges- Canses which
tion which finally led to the relief, without which o * cbao8*
as a nation we must soon have perished, strongly
supports the philosophical maxim of modern
times, — that of all the agencies of civilization
and progress of the human race, commerce is the
most efficient. What our deranged finances, our
discreditable failure to pay our debts, and the
sufferings of our soldiers could not force the
several States of the American Union to attempt,
was brought about by a desire to be released
from the evils of an unregulated and burden-
some commercial intercourse, both with foreign
nations and between the several States.

After many resolutions by State legislatures Action of Vir-
which led to nothing, one was introduced by ginia.

Mr. Madison into that of Virginia, and passed
on the twenty-first day of February, 1786, which
appointed Edmund Randolph, James Madison
Jr., and six others, commissioners, “to meet such
commissioners as may be appointed by other
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States in the Union, at a time and place to be
agreed, to take into consideration the trade of
the United States; to examine the relative situ-
ation and trade of the said States; to consider’
how far a uniform system in their commercial
regulations may be necessary to their common
interest and their permanent harmony.”

This committee was directed to transmit copies
of the resolution to the several States, with a
letter requesting their concurrence, and propos-
ing a time and place for the meeting. The time
agreed upon was in September, 1786, and the
place was Annapolis. Nine States appointed
delegates, but those of five States only attended.
These were New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania, Virginia, and Delaware. Four other
States appointed delegates who, for various rea-
sons, did not appear, or came too late. Of course
such a convention as this could do little but
make recommendations. What it did was to
suggest a convention of delegates from all the
States, “to devise such further provisions as
might appear to be necessary to render the Con-
stitution of ,the Federal Government adequate
to the exigencies of the Union.” It also pro-
posed that whatever should be agreed upon by
such a convention should be reported to Con-
gress, and confirmed by the legislatures of all
the States.

This resolution and an accompanying report
were presented to Congress, which manifested
much reluctance and a very unreasonable delay

in acting upon it, and a want of any earnest
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approval of the plan. But the proceedings of Lacroax 1.
the Annapolis convention had been laid before gonsre% =!*
the legislatures of the States, where they met

with a more cordial reception, and the action of

several of them in approving the recommenda-

tion for a convention, and appointing delegates

to attend it, finally overcame the hesitation of

Congress. That body, accordingly, on the 21st

of February, 1787, resolved that, in its opinion,

“it was expedient that on the second Monday it acts tavorably.
in May next, a convention of delegates, who

shall have been appointed by the several States,

be held at Philadelphia, for the sole and express

purpose of revising the Articles of Confedera-

tion; and reporting to Congress and the several
legislatures such alterations and provisions there-

in as shall, when agreed to in Congress, and
confirmed by the States, render the Federal Con-

stitution adequate to the exigencies of govern-

ment and the preservation of the Union.”

On the day thus recommended, — May 14th, The Convention
—delegates from Virginia and Pennsylvania m¢*
met and adjourned from day to day until the
25th, during which period delegates from other
States made their appearance. On that day the
delegates of seven States, duly appointed, being
present, the convention was organized by the
election of General Washington as its president,
at the suggestion of Franklin. On the 28th the
representation in the convention was increased
to nine States; and on the 29th Edmund Ran-
dolph, delegate from Virginia, and governor of
that State, inaugurated the work of the conven-
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tion by a speech in which he presented an out-
line of a constitution for its consideration.

From this time on, the convention labored
assiduously and without intermission, until, on
the seventeenth day of September, one hundred
years ago, it closed its work by presenting a
completed instrument, which, being subsequently
ratified by the States, became the Constitution
of the United States of America.

All the States except Rhode Island were finally
represented in the convention and took part in
framing the instrument, a majority of the dele-
gates of each State assenting to it. That State _
sent no delegate to the convention; and when
the Constitution was presented to it for ratifica-
tion no convention was called for that purpose
until after it had gone into operation as the
organic law of the National Government. It
was two years before she accepted it and became
in reality a State of the Union.

It is a matter for profound reflection by the
philosophical statesman, that, while the most
efficient motive in bringing the other States
into this convention was a desire to amend the
situation in regard to trade among the States,
and to secure a uniform system of commercial
regulation, as necessary to the common interest
and permanent harmony, the course of Rhode
Island was mainly governed by the -considera-
tion that her superior advantages of location,
and the possession of what was supposed to be
the best harbor on the Atlantic coast, should not
be subjected to the control of a Congress which
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was by that instrument expressly authorized Lacroas 1
“to regulate commerce with foreign nations and Rasaovs for it
among the several States,” and which also de-

clared that ‘“no preference shall be given by

any regulation of commerce or revenue to the

ports of one State over those of another, nor

any vessel bound to or from one State be obliged

to enter, clear, or pay duties in another.”

That the spirit which actuated Rhode Island
still exists, and is found in other States of the
Union, may be inferred from the fact that at no
time since the formation of the Union has there
been a period when there were not to be found
in the statute-books of some of the States acts
passed in violation of this provision of the Con-
stitution, imposing taxes and other burdens upon
the free interchange of commodities, discrimi-
nating against the productions of other States,
and attempting to establish regulations of com-
merce, which the Constitution says shall only be
done by the Congress of the United States.

During the session of the Supreme Court
which ended in May last! no less than four or
five decisions of the highest importance were
rendered, declaring statutes of as many differ-
ent States to be void, because they were forbid-
den by this provision of the Federal Constitution.

We need not here pursue the detailed history Tme constitation
of the ratification and adoption of the Constitu- *ocepted:
tion by the States. The instrument itself, and
the resolution of Congress submitting-it to the

1 October Term, 1886. 118 U. 8.-123 U. 8.
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States, both provided that it should go into
operation when adopted by nine States. Eleven
of them accepted it in their first action in the
matter. North Carolina delayed a short time,
and Rhode Island two years later changed her
mind; and thus the thirteen States which had
united in the struggle for independence became
a nation under this form of government.

Let us consider now the task which the con-
vention undertook to perform, the difficulties
which lay in its way, and the success which
attended its efforts. "In submitting to Congress
the result of their labors, the convention accom-
panied the instrument with a letter signed under
its authority by its president, and addressed to
the President of Congress. Perhaps no public
document of the times so short, yet so impor-
tant, is better worth consideration than this let~
ter, dated September 17, 1787. From it I
must beg your indulgence to read the follow-
ing extracts : —

“SIrR: — We now have the honor to submit to
the consideration of the United States in Con-
gress assembled that Constitution which has
appeared to us the most advisable. The friends
of our country have long seen and desired that
the power of making war, peace, and treaties,
that of levying money and regulating com-
merce, and the correspondent executive and
judicial authorities, should be fully and effectu-
ally vested in the general government of the
Union; but the impropriety of delegating such
extensive trusts to one body of men” (meaning
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Congress) “is evident. Hence results the neces- Lecroax L
sity of a different organization. It is obviously prg e
impracticable in the federal government of these
States to secure all the rights of independent
sovereignty to each, and yet provide for the
interests and safety of all.” Again: —
. “In all our deliberations on this subject we

kept steadily in view that which appears to us
the greatest interest of every true American,
— the consolidation of our Union, in which is
involved our prosperity, felicity, safety, perhaps
our national existence. This important consid-
eration, seriously and deeply impressed on our
minds, led each State in the convention to be
less rigid on points of inferior magnitude than
might otherwise be expected ; -and thus the Con-
stitution which we now present is the result of
a spirit of amity, and of that natural deference
and concession which the peculiarity of our polit-
ical situation rendered indispensable.”

The instrument framed under the influence of
these principles is introduced by language very
similar. The opening sentence reads: “ We,
the people of the United States, in order to form
a more perfect union, establish justice, insure
domestic tranquillity, provide for the common
defence, promote the general welfare, and secure
the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our pos-
terity, do ordain and establish this Constitution
for the United States of America.”

This Constitution has been tested by the opposition toit.
experience of a century of its operation, and
in the light of this experience it may be well
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to consider its value. Many of its most im-
portant features met with earnest and vigorous
opposition. This opposition was shown in the
convention which presented it, and the conven-
tions of the States called to ratify it. In both,
the struggle in its favor was arduous and doubt-
ful, the opposition able and active.

Perhaps the wisdom of this great instrument
cannot be better seen than by reconsidering at
this time some of the most important objections
then made toit. One of these which caused the
opposition of several delegates in the Constitu-
tional Convention, and their refusal to sign it,
was the want of a well-defined bill of rights.
The royal charters of many of the colonies, and
the constitutions adopted by several States after
the revolt, had such declarations, mainly asser-
tions of personal rights and of propositions in-
tended to give security to the individual in his
right of person and property.against the exer-
cise of authority by governing bodies of the
State. The Constitution was not void of such
protection. It provided for the great writ of
habeas corpus, the means by which all unlawful
imprisonments and restraints upon personal lib-
erty had been removed in the English and
American courts since Magna Charta was pro-
claimed ; and it declared that the privilege of
that writ should not be suspended, unless in
cases of rebellion or invasion the public safety
should require it. The Constitution also de-
clared that no ex post facto law or bill of
attainder should be passed by Congress; and
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no law impairing the obligation of contracts by Lecroas 1.
any State. It secured the trial by jury of all o, e
crimes within the State where the offence was
committed. It defined treason so as to require
some overt act, which must be proved by two
witnesses, or confessed in open court, for con-
viction.

It can hardly be said that experience has
demonstrated the sufficiency of these for the
purpose which the advocates of a bill of rights
had in view, because, upon the recommendation
of several of the States made in the act of rati-
fying the Constitution, or by legislatures at their
first meeting subsequently, twelve amendments
were proposed by Congress, ten of which were
immediately ratified by the requisite number of
States, and became part of the Constitution
within two or three years of its adoption.

In the presentation and ratification of these
amendtents, the advocates of a specific bill of
rights, and those who were dissatisfied with the
strong power conferred on the Federal Govern-
ment, united ; and many statesmen who leaned
to a strong government for the nation were will-
ing, now that the Government was established,
to win to its favor those who distrusted it by
the adoption of these amendments. Hence a
very slight examination of them shows that
all of them are restrictions upon the power of
the General Government, or upon the modes of
exercising that power, or declarations of the
powers remaining with the States and with the
people. They establish certain private rights of
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persons and property which the General Govern-
ment may not violate. As regards these last,
it is not believed that any acts of intentional
oppression by the Government of the United
States have called for serious reprehension ; but,
on the contrary, history points us to no govern-
ment in which the freedom of the citizen and
the rights of property have been better protected
and life and liberty more firmly secured.

- As regards the question of the relative dis-
tribution of the powers necessary to organized
society, between the Federal and State govern-
ments, more will be said hereafter.

As soon as it became apparent to the con-
vention that the new government must be a
nation, resting for its support upon the people
over whom it exercised authority, and not a
league of independent States, brought together
under a compact on which each State should
place its own construction, the questioneof the
relative power of those States in the new gov-
ernment became a subject of serious difference.
There were those in the convention who insisted
that in the legislative body, where the most
important powers must necessarily reside, the
States should, as in the Articles of Confederation,
stand upon a perfect equality, each State hav-
ing but one vote; and this feature was finally
retained in that part of the Constitution which
vested in Congress the election of the President,
when there should be a failure to elect by the
electoral college in the regular mode prescribed
by that instrument. The contest in the conven-
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tion became narrowed to the composition of the Lecrens 1.
Senate, after it had been determined that the m:‘;‘:‘ urged
legislature should consist of two distinct bodies,
sitting apart from each other, and voting sepa-
rately. One of these was to be a popular body,
elected directly by the people at short intervals,
The other was to be a body more limited in
numbers, with longer terms of office; and this,
with the manner of their appointment, was
designed to give stability to the policy of the
Government, and to be in some sense a restraint
upon sudden impulses of popular will.

With regard to the popular branch of the
legislature, there did not seem to be much diffi-
culty in establishing the proposition, that in
some general way each State should be repre-
sented in it in proportion to-its population, and
that each member of the body should vote with
equal effect on all questions before it. But
when it was sought by the larger and more
populous States, as Virginia, Pennsylvania, and
Massachusetts, to apply this principle to the
composition of the Senate, the resistance of the
smaller States became stubborn, and they refused
to yield. The feeling arising under the discus-
sion of this subject came nearer causing the
disruption of the convention than any which
agitated its deliberations. It was finally settled
by an agreement that every State, however small,
should have two representatives in the Senate of
the United States, and no State should have any
more ; and that no amendment of the Constitu-
tion should deprive any State of its equal suf-
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frage in the Senate without its consent. As the
Senate has the same power in enacting laws as
the House of Representatives, and as each State
has its two votes in that body, it will be seen
that the smaller States secured, when they are
in a united majority, the practical power of
defeating all legislation which was unacceptable
to them.

What has the experience of a century taught
us on this question? It is certainly true that
there have been many expressions of dissatisfac-
tion with the operation of a principle which
gives to each of the six New England States,
situated compactly together, as much power in

_ the Senate in making laws, in ratifying treaties,

and in confirming or rejecting appointments to
office, as is given to the great State of New
York, which, both in population and wealth,
exceeds all the New England States, and nearly
if not quite equals them in territory.

But if we are to form an opinion from demon-
strations against, or attempts to modify, this
feature of the Constitution, or any feature
which concerns exclusively the functions of the
Senate, we shall be compelled to say that the
ablest of our public men, and the wisdom of the
nation, are in the main satisfied with the work
of the convention on this point after a hundred
years of observation. And it is believed that the
existence of an important body in our system of
government, not wholly the mere representative
of population, has exercised a wholesome con-
servatism on many occasions in our history.
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Another feature of the Constitution which Lecroaz1.
met with earnest opposition was the vesting of 2letie e
the executive power in a single magistrate.
While Hamilton would have preferred a mon-
arch, with strong restriction on his authority,
like that in England, he soon saw that even his
great influence could not carry the convention
with him. There were not a few members who
preferred in that matter the system of a single
body (as the Congress) in which should be
reposed all the power of the nation, or a coun-
cil, or executive committee, appointed by that
body and responsible to it. There were others
who preferred an executive council of several
members, not owing its appointment to Con-
gress.

It was urged against our Constitution by
many liberty-loving men, both in the convention
and out of it, that it conferred upon the execu-
tive, a single individual, whose election for a
term of four years was carefully removed from
the direct vote of the people, powers dangerous
to the existence of free government. It was
said that with the appointment of all the officers
of the Government, civil and military, the sword
and the purse of the nation in his hands, the
power to prevent the enactment of laws to
which he did not assent,— unless they could be
passed over his objection by a vote of two-thirds
in each of the two legislative houses, —and the
actual use of this power for four years without
interruption, an ambitious man, of great per-
sonal popularity, could establish his power dur-
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Lecreee 1L ing his own life and transmit it to his family as
fg"if:::"i':’ urged o perpetual dynasty.

Perhaps of all objections made to important
features of the Constitution this one had more
plausibility, and was urged with m